The relationship of psychosocial factors and academic success by Lange, Dustin Don
 
 
 
 
 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF PSYCHOSOCIAL FACTORS AND ACADEMIC SUCCESS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BY 
 
DUSTIN DON LANGE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISSERTATION 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of  Doctor of Philosophy in Community Health 
in the Graduate College of the  
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2015 
 
 
 
 
Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
Doctoral Committee: 
 
Professor David R. Strauser, Chair 
Professor Reginald Alston  
Assistant Professor Chung-Yi Chiu 
Assistant Professor Alex Wong 
 
 
! II!
 
ABSTRACT 
 
 
Background: Predicting who will succeed in an academic and career setting is of critical 
importance during an era of high unemployment rates, spiraling cost in education, and a 
changing economy. Previous research related to students who succeed has focused primarily on 
academic cognitive factors. However, this study aims to illuminate the impact of psychosocial 
factors on predicting academic success.  
Methods: This project consisted of 595 college students at the University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign. Each student was given a research packet to fill out that evaluated their work 
personality, academic engagement, and social support, specifically the effects of the constructs 
on academic outcomes. The study analyzed the variables in regards to their relationship, 
incremental effect, and moderation on academic success. 
Results: Key findings illustrated that: (1) all three of the operational definitions of academic 
success were all positively related to the study variables of work personality, engagement, and 
social support, (2) the study variables accounted for the strongest variance (19%) of the effort 
alone model, which, was the most variance accounted for in all three hierarchical regressions for 
the second research aim of the study, (3) in regards to gender, females scored higher on all three 
models of academic success compared to males, (4)  in regards to race, whites scored higher on 
two of the models of academic success (i.e., grade point average alone and the composites score 
of effort & grade point average), compared to non-whites, although whites did not score higher 
than the non-whites on the self-reported effort model of academic success, and (5) gender had 
moderator effects for the subscales of the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale, the 
Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale, and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
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for predicting academic success, (6) work personality and social support was more salient for 
females for predicting academic success, and (7) engagement was more relevant for males for 
predicting academic success. 
Conclusion: This dissertation illustrated that the psychosocial factors of work personality, 
academic engagement, and social support play a role in the academic outcomes of college 
students and could be used as the infrastructure for follow-up studies with different populations 
of college students. Through continuing research, it is hoped that the findings from this study 
will become useful for the vocational rehabilitation field and university administrators for 
designing academic and career transitional interventions. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
One significant and important line of research related to career and vocational 
development has been examining how both cognitive and psychosocial factors affect the intrinsic 
and extrinsic rewards that are associated with career success (Ozer and Benet-Martinez, 2006). 
Intrinsic rewards related to career can be conceptualized as interest and enjoyment, whereas 
extrinsic rewards are typically conceptualized as payment or job security. Research related to 
cognitive factors has focused primarily on general mental ability (GMA) (past performance) and 
its strong relationship with extrinsic career outcomes, such as job-performance and occupational 
attainment (Schmidt and Hunter, 2004). The research that has been completed examining the role 
of cognitive variables such as GMA and intrinsic career outcomes has found only a small to 
modest relationship, suggesting that GMA is a much better predictor of extrinsic career sources 
(Judge et al., 1999). 
Research has found that psychosocial factors such as personality and social cognitive 
variables (current performance) are highly related to both the extrinsic and intrinsic aspects of 
career success (Armstrong and Rounds, 2008). In a longitudinal study, measures of intrinsic 
career success (such as satisfaction with work) were best predicted by psychosocial factors, with 
cognitive factors providing little contribution to predicting positive intrinsic outcomes. However, 
when extrinsic career success (such as job performance ratings) was examined, both cognitive 
and psychosocial factors provided significant and equal contributions to extrinsic career success 
(Judge et al., 1999). These important research findings suggest that psychosocial factors play a 
role in determining both intrinsic and extrinsic career success, whereas cognitive factors are 
primarily involved with predicting extrinsic career success. 
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One psychosocial factor that has received increasing attention in predicting vocational 
behavior is the construct of work personality. Developed in the field of rehabilitation 
psychology, work personality has been found to play a critical role in developing the foundation 
for effective vocational and career behavior for individuals with disabilities and has been linked 
to meeting the contextual demands of the work environment, (Bolton, 1992; Hershenson, 1996a, 
1996b; Strauser and Waldrop, 1999). Recent research in the area of work personality has 
conceptualized the construct from a developmental perspective and as a robust predictor of 
vocational outcomes for individuals with disabilities (Strauser and Keim, 2002). The 
developmental work personality model consists of the environmental structure, which fosters the 
foundation for developing the work personality, as well as the process of learning behaviors in 
childhood that relates to adult work behaviors (O’Sullivan and Strauser, 2010). 
Another psychosocial factor that has received increasing attention as it relates to 
vocational behaviors is social support (Metheny, McWhirter, and O’Neil, 2008; Gushue and 
Whitson, 2006; Ali, McWhirter, and Chronister, 2005; Lent et al., 2000). Social support can be 
conceptualized as an exchange that offers a range of benefits. Qualitative research related to 
social support has demonstrated that undergraduate students perceive their family as a significant 
source of support related to the career information gathering process, making career decisions, 
and as role models related to the career decision making process (Schultheisis, Palma, 
Predragovich, and Glasscock, 2002; Schultheisis, Kress, Manzi, and Glasscock, 2001). Research 
has suggested that students who perceive support from their families believe that they will 
experience more career success, that it will be easier to adapt to the transition from school to 
work, and will experience less career indecision (Kenny, Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, and 
Gallagher, 2003; Philips, Bluestein, Jobin-Davis, and White, 2002). There is also some evidence 
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that social support is positively related to vocational outcomes among a sample of participants 
that were diagnosed with severe brain injuries (Kaplan, 1990).  
Complementing this movement in vocational psychology to examine both cognitive and 
psychosocial factors that affect vocational outcomes is the broader movement in psychology to 
abandon the prevailing negative bias that has permeated psychological research in order to focus 
more on the positive states and their impact on psychological outcomes (Seligman and 
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Vocational psychology has also embraced this call to focus more on the 
positive aspects and psychological states that are associated with positive vocational outcomes. 
Work engagement is a construct that has received recent attention in vocational research that 
incorporates positive psychological traits to examine how psychosocial factors affect positive 
vocational outcomes (Baker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris, 2008). Work engagement is considered 
more stable than work-related emotions, which tend to vary based on the existence of stressors in 
the environment (Seppala et al., 2009). 
Research has found that workers who report higher levels of engagement experience 
better psychological and physical health, create their own job and personal resources, experience 
positive emotions on the job, transfer the positive state of engagement to others, and receive 
higher work performance ratings (Bakker, 2009; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, 
Demerouti, and Verbeke, 2004). In addition to work, limited research applying the construct of 
work engagement to academic settings and performance has been conducted with positive results 
indicating higher levels of engagement leading to higher levels of academic performance 
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker, 2002). The construct of work engagement is 
conceptualized as consisting of the following three sub-components: vigor, dedication, and 
absorption. Vigor refers to high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the 
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willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence in the face of difficulties. Dedication 
can be characterized as a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge 
from engaging in work-related tasks. Absorption refers to being fully concentrated and deeply 
engrossed in one’s work, and is characterized by the person indicating that time is passing 
quickly and that one experiences difficulty in detaching oneself from work.  
Significance of the Problem 
 The problem of predicting who will succeed in the college and career setting is of critical 
importance during an era of a globally changing economy, spiraling cost associated with post-
secondary education, and high unemployment rates (Rose, 2013; D’Allesandro, 2012). Previous 
research related to students who succeed has focused on academic cognitive factors such as high 
school grades and/or college entrance exams scores (i.e., general mental ability) (Livengood, 
1992). However, there is a dearth of studies that focus on examining how the psychosocial 
factors (e.g., work personality, academic engagement, and social support,) impact student’s 
performance in the academic college setting, despite their relationship to meeting the contextual 
demands of the work environment (Strauser et al., 2013). As a result there is a critical need to 
conduct research that examines the impact and relationship of psychosocial factors as they relate 
to academic success and knowing which factors help predict success can make the transition to 
work more smoothly. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to extend the research being conducted in the area 
of work personality, academic engagement, and social support by conducting a study to examine 
the relationship between these three variables and academic success. In regard to the 
developmental work personality, this is only the second study to extend this construct outside the 
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area of disability. In a prior pilot study examining the relationship of work personality and 
academic effort, the researchers found that the work tasks subscale of the Developmental Work 
Personality Scale made the largest contribution to predicting academic effort (Strauser, 
O’Sullivan, and Wong, 2012). It is of particular interest to see how this construct affects 
academic outcomes in this study sample. For the construct academic engagement, this study adds 
to the limited existing research by examining the relationship of academic engagement to 
academic success. An initial study found that work engagement and academic effort in a group 
of college students found that engagement made a significant contribution to academic effort 
(Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong, 2012). Previously, social support has been shown in studies to 
be positively related to work engagement and work personality but not exclusively on academic 
success (Othman and Nasurdin, 2013). In this current study we will be able to investigate the 
strength and relationship of social support on academic success. It is hypothesized that high 
levels of work personality, social support, and engagement will have a positive relationship to 
academic success. 
 A secondary focus of this research project was to examine the incremental impact of 
these aforementioned variables on academic success. Research in vocational psychology has 
suggested that it is impractical to think that a single factor will explain a large amount of 
variance in vocational outcomes. Instead, vocational outcomes may be accounted for by multiple 
variables, each accounting for a moderate but meaningful portion of the variance. Therefore, 
factors that explain only a small portion of the variance in vocational outcomes may be important 
and actually quite impressive. The concept of incremental validity also suggests that using 
additive and integrative models that examine the impact of multiple factors is critical to research 
examining the impact of psychological factors on vocational outcomes. For this proposed study, 
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it is hypothesized that there will be an incremental effect, with the independent variables 
accounting for a moderate and meaningful portion of the variance of academic success.  
The third focus of this study was to determine if the demographic variable of gender 
moderates academic success. Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong (2012), initially looked at the 
relationship of personality and engagement on academic effort using a smaller sample. The study 
results supported gender differences among men and women with the construct of work 
personality more salient for men related to academic effort. The second finding found the 
variable of engagement was more significant related to academic effort for women. These 
findings supported similar findings on gender moderating academic success (Grimes, 1995; 
Saunders, Davis, Williams and Williams, 2004). 
One primary purpose of this particular study was to gain additional data to further 
examine the findings related to work personality, academic engagement and academic effort 
while adding the variable of social support to predict academic success. As previously 
mentioned, social support has been found to be positively related to work engagement and work 
personality but not exclusively to academic success (Othman and Nasurdin, 2013). The 
significance of the findings in this current research project could illuminate what specific 
psychosocial factors are important to predicting academic success and the impact of gender on 
these constructs. If the relationship of these psychosocial factors on academic success can be 
replicated using a larger sample of college students, follow-up studies with other populations 
who utilize vocational rehabilitation counselors and/or university administrators who aide in the 
design of academic success programs can be conducted to investigate how these outcomes will 
affect one’s overall academic and career experiences.  It is hypothesized that because of the 
similarities of today’s academic and work environments, such as being able to share ideas, think, 
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interact, and in essence, rely on a balance of cognitive and psychosocial abilities, rather than 
physical strength and endurance, the factors that predict academic success can ease the transition 
into a successful career. The following research questions will guide this study: 
 
Research Question 1: Is there a significant and positive relationship between academic success 
and levels of work personality, academic engagement, and social support in a group of 
undergraduate college students. 
 
Research Question 2: Does work personality, academic engagement, and social support have an 
incremental effect in predicting academic success? 
 
Research Question 3: Does gender moderate work personality, academic engagement, and social 
support in predicting academic success? 
 
 
Definitions 
Academic Effort 
 
Academic effort is defined as the students’ degree of willingness to invest time and energy into a 
particular task (Volet, 1997). Volet’s 1997 study indicated that academic effort was a better 
predictor of performance than was GPA for college students. Support for this finding, explained 
that learning in college is self-regulated, where teacher control is minimal and where students’ 
ability to manage their study is expected to play a determinant role in the quality of students’ 
learning outcomes, where as, the outcomes of learning with school children is teacher regulated. 
Academic effort will be conceptualized as a determinant of current performances. 
Academic Success 
 
Academic Success was operationalized by three different definitions for this study to be able to 
analyze academic outcomes that consider past and present performances separately and 
combined. Previous research have shown either self-reported effort or grade point average as the 
most common determinants of academic success in various studies (Park and Kerr, 1990; Volet, 
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1997; Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong, 2012). Therefore, for the purpose of this study, a 
composite score of the two variables of effort and GPA was operationalized as the first definition 
of academic success. In addition, both of the variables were analyzed separately for the second 
and third operational definitions of academic success for each of the three research questions of 
the study. 
Developmental Work Personality 
 
Developmental work personality (Strauser and Waldrop, 1999) is an integration of Erickson’s 
(1963, 1968) theory of human development, Bandura’s (1989) theory of observational learning, 
and Neff’s (1985) focus on work personality. The Revised Developmental Work Personality 
Scale (DWPS) consists of three subscales: work tasks, role models, and social skills. The 
subscales may overlap, but are distinct from each other so that individuals might have strong 
work personality in one domain, such as task completion, and require development in another 
domain, such as social skills. Interventions to improve employment outcomes can target the 
domain that needs development, while leveraging the individual’s strengths. 
 
Engagement 
 
Engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by 
vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor is conceptualized as high levels 
of energy and mental resilience, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence in 
the face of difficulties. Dedication is conceptualized by a sense of significance, enthusiasm, 
inspiration, pride, and challenge from engaging in work related tasks. Absorption can be 
characterized by a person indicating that time is passing quickly and that one experiences 
difficulties in detaching oneself from work. 
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Grade Point Average 
 
Grade point averages (GPA) at the University of Illinois, the institution this study is being 
conducted at, are calculated by dividing the total amount of grade points earned by the total 
amount of credit hours a student attempts. Grade point average at Illinois ranges from 0.0 to 4.0. 
According to Park and Kerr, (1990), a student’s cumulative grade point average is a common 
indicator of academic success. Grade point average will be conceptualized as the determinant of 
ones’ past performances. 
Social Support 
 
Social Support has been defined as the resources provided by others, coping assistance, exchange 
of resources, and a personality trait (Schwarzer and Knoll, 2007). Although scholars have 
debated the definition and the mechanisms by which social support operates, there is a general 
agreement that social support involves several types of exchanges that offer a range of benefits 
(Schultheiss, Kress, Manzi, and Glasscock, 2001; Shumaker and Brownwell, 1984).  For the 
current research project we will conceptualize perceived social support by support from family, 
friends, and significant others which aligns with the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social 
Support (MSPSS). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
! 10!
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Work Personality 
Work personality is a construct that has been related to several theories of vocational 
development and work adjustment, and has had various definitions over the years (Strauser and 
Waldrop, 1999). For example, work personality is defined by Neff (1985) as a concrete set of 
interrelated motives, coping styles, defensive maneuvers, and the like with which a given 
individual confronts the demand to work.  According to Hershenson’s (1996) model of work 
personality, a person’s work personality starts to develop in early childhood and consist of 
motivation, self-concept, and needs related to work behaviors. He believed that work personality 
influences work adjustment, the process of successfully adapting to the work environment either 
for the first time in young adulthood, or after a major life transition, such as being diagnosed 
with post-traumatic stress after coming home form war. From all perspectives work personality 
has been viewed as an extensive developmental process that subsumes a full range of abilities, 
temperaments, motivation, values and attitudes (Strauser, O'Sullivan and Wong, 2010). In 
practice, work personality addresses the congruence between the person and the environment 
with a more developed work personality being linked to better congruence between the 
individual and their environment. Developing an effective and well developed work personality 
is believed to influence positive adult work behavior and increase the likelihood that an 
individual will be able to meet the contextual demands of the work environment (Neff, 1985). 
Neff posited that, in relations to personality as a whole could best be described by saying that it 
has a semi-autonomous character (Neff, 1985). Meaning we might self-govern our personality 
for a certain environment such as work but in the larger scope, work personality still remains 
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influenced by our overall personality.  Neff (1985) observed that personal experiences at school 
and parents as role models were robust contextual factors for the development of the work 
personality. In which he believed and gave credit to Erickson and other developmental and 
learning psychologists, with providing a timeframe for when and how the work personality 
begins to develop.  
The theory of human development considers the influence of society on development 
through the reciprocal interaction of people and their environment. Erickson proclaims that every 
individual experiences eight developmental stages in the course of the life span (Erickson, 1963). 
The eight stages are composed of polar opposites, built on previous stages, and influence the 
form of later stages, all for the quest for identity  (Miller, 1983). To expound even further, each 
stage is marked by its own unique central crisis or conflict, which is the result of interacting 
biological, psychological, and social forces (Hawley, 1988), and during each stage the conflict 
between polar opposites that upon resolution leaves a sense of both the positive and the negative 
in the form of a ratio (Slater, 2003). Preferably, which this is not always the case, the person 
develops a favorable ratio, in which the positive aspect dominates the negative. For instance, a 
car salesperson that is introverted by nature, knows that when he/she is at work their personality 
needs to be more of an extrovert to be productive. In accordance, the positive aspect (being an 
extroverted salesperson) takes over the negative (being an introvert in general) and they act 
accordingly.  
  In regard to Erikson’s psychosocial stages of development (Erikson, 1959), the career and 
work behaviors begin to develop during middle childhood (roughly between the ages 6 to 12 
years old), which coincides with Freud's latency period. Erickson refers to this as the stage of 
“Industriousness vs. Inferiority” (see Table 1), which is stage four in his theory of human 
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development. Children at this stage want to enter the larger world of knowledge and work. As 
the individual's work personality develops during this stage, issues related to task orientation (a) 
leaving home and going to school, (b) making adaptations to specific environments, (c) 
becoming conditioned to the clock, (d) developing an ability to delay gratification, (e) 
identifying the differences between work and play, (f) becoming task oriented, (g) developing 
accountability, and (h) developing the demand to achieve), behavior orientation (being able to 
get along with others and accepting oversight and supervision), and the positive influence of role 
models (observation of productive work behaviors) need to be successfully resolved (Strauser 
and O'Sullivan 2009). Successful (positive) resolution of task orientation, behavior orientation, 
and positive influence of role models gives the child a sense of industriousness, a feeling of 
competence and mastery (Miller, 1983). While failure (negative) of these skills brings a sense of 
inadequacy and inferiority, a feeling that one is good-for-nothing, formulating a proclivity to be 
unsuccessful in the transformation to the world of work.  
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Table 1. Erickson’s Developmental Stages 
Stage Label Age/Life(Stage( Positive(
Resolution(
Negative(Resolution(Trust!vs!Mistrust! Infancy:!Birth!to!18!months! A!view!of!the!self!in!a!safe!place.! A!view!of!the!self!in!an!unsafe!place!Autonomy!vs!Shame/Doubt! Toddler:!18!months!to!3!years! A!view!of!the!self!as!being!self!sufficient!and!independent!
A!view!of!the!self!as!being!needy!and!dependent!on!others!
Initiative!vs!Guilt! Early!Childhood:!3O6!years!old! A!view!of!self!as!being!adventurous!and!having!initiative!
A!view!of!self!as!feeling!guilty!and!overwhelmed!by!trying!new!behaviors!Industry!vs!Inferiority! Middle!Childhood:!approximately!6O12!years!old! A!view!of!the!self!as!competent,!able!to!complete!and!master!tasks!
A!view!of!the!self!as!incompetent,!lacks!confidence!in!ideas!and!work!Identity!vs.!Identity!Confusion! Adolescence:!puberty!to!young!adulthood! A!view!of!the!self!that!can!answer!the!question!“Who!Am!I?”!by!defining!the!predominate!roles!
A!view!of!the!self!that!cannot!answer!the!question!“Who!Am!I?”!and!thus!is!confused!about!roles!
Intimacy!vs.!Isolation! Young!Adulthood! A!view!of!self!as!being!able!to!commit!to!others!and!love!
A!view!of!the!self!as!being!unable!to!commit;!tendency!for!self!absorption!and!isolation!Generativity!vs.!Stagnation! Middle!Adulthood! A!view!of!the!self!as!being!a!guide!for!future!generation!and!feels!a!sense!of!personal!accomplishment!
A!view!of!the!self!that!has!not!accomplished!milestones;!not!having!a!positive!impact!on!future!generations!Integrity!vs.!Despair! Late!Adulthood! A!view!of!the!self!that!accepts!the!past!and!death! A!view!of!the!self!that!despairs!about!the!past!and!fears!death!
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The Minnesota Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) belongs to a class of theories known 
as "P-E” theories that state behavior and behavioral outcomes are correlated more robustly with a 
P-E combination versus their variables" (Dawis, 2000). It should be noted that (P) is the person 
and (E) is the environment the person is in. Since (E) can be multifaceted (work, school, 
community, family, or home,); it is recommended that (E) be defined for what it refers too, in 
which TWA is about the "work" environment (Dawis and Lofquist, 1984). The theory delves 
into the fit between P and E and the type of interaction they have among each other. 
Theoretically, it is about the reciprocal relationship among the two; and for tenure (P) needs 
satisfaction with (E) which is predicted from (P) abilities to (E) ability requirements 
correspondence and vice versa. For example, if a young adult wants to have satisfaction at their 
job, they must meet the needs (e.g., being on time, being productive, getting along and working 
well with others, etc.,) of the organization they work for but at the same time the organization 
must meet the needs (e.g., salary, benefits, comfortable work environment, compassion for their 
medical history, etc.,) of the person. 
  According to the TWA, work personality consists of both structure and style (Dawis and 
Lofquist, 1984). Structure relates to the individual’s response capabilities and preferences for 
stimulus conditions. The most important aspects of the personality structure are an individual’s 
abilities and values. Abilities describe and individual’s skills; values describe his or her needs. 
Abilities can be categorized in terms of both content and process. Content refers to the three 
major areas of data, people, and things. Dawis and Lofquist (1984) stated that if an individual is 
going to function in the work environment, he or she must have skills to relate in at least one of 
these three areas. Process refers to how the individual receives, processes, and applies 
information that relate to data, people, and things. Six major work values have been identified 
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that can be classified into the following pairs of contrasting values: safety versus comfort, status 
versus altruism, and achievement versus autonomy (Dawis and Lofquist, 1984). In addition a 
person’s work values are reinforced from at least one of the following three sources: 
environment, social milieu, and self. 
 Personality style describes how individuals interact with the work environment. The four 
basic dimensions of personality style are celerity, pace, rhythm, and endurance. Celerity refers to 
how quickly or slowly an individual responds in interactions with the environment. Pace 
describes the level of activity that reflects the energy and effort expended by the individual. 
Rhythm can be conceptualized as the individual’s pattern of pace. People can have stable, 
cyclical, or erratic pace patterns. Endurance refers to the length of time an individual continues 
to respond in interaction with the environment. The TWA is informative and well developed, 
however, it is limited in its use because there is no corresponding measurement to assess work 
adjustment, nor are there recommendations for interventions to improve work adjustment. 
Holland's (1997) theory explains how individuals interact with their environments and 
how individual and environmental characteristics result in vocational choices and adjustment. 
According to Spokane and Cruza-Guet (2005), Holland maintains that by late adolescence most 
people come to resemble a combination of six vocational personality/interest types: Realistic (R), 
Investigative (I), Artistic (A), Social (S), Enterprising (E), or Conventional (C), in six 
commensurate work environments. Briefly, realistic people enjoy jobs that are practical, require 
manual manipulation of objects, and frequently require manual dexterity and/or strength. 
Investigative individuals enjoy work that challenges their inductive and deductive reasoning 
skills, and encourages intellectual exploration. Artistic people enjoy jobs that are creative, 
spontaneous, and reward original thinking or behavior. Social individuals enjoy working with 
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people in capacities that allow for demonstration of compassion and encouragement (Gottfredson 
and Duffy, 2008). Enterprising people enjoy work that requires them to express leadership or 
entrepreneurial skill and rewards for it financially. Conventional people enjoy jobs that are 
ordered and require organization skills, rules and precision. According to Holland (1997), 
individuals usually resemble multiple personality characteristics and gravitate toward specific 
personality types based on heredity, culture, and individual forces such as personal competencies 
and dispositions. Because people and environments can be characterized by the same 
characteristics, Holland (1985) indicated that people search for environments that are congruent 
with their individual personality traits and that an individual’s behavior is based on the interplay 
between the person and the environment. 
  The concept of the theory is that a client's personality will form a code (i.e., a Holland 
Code) that is projected onto an occupational title. For example, a person may have a code of 
"ASE", which resembles the three highest traits of that individual and matches with an 
occupational title of an "artist". The more robust the congruence is between the person and the 
environment, the more likely the person is to succeed in their work world. Holland uses a 
hexagon to portray the congruous or incongruous fit among the six traits. Congruous traits are 
the hexagon points that neighbor each other. The above code of "ASE" would be considered a 
congruent fit between a person and the environment if the person wanted to be an artist. 
Whereas, an incongruous fit would be a Holland code of "SEI", for a person wanting to be an 
artist, in which the code would be a better fit for an industrial-organizational psychologist or an 
academic administrator. 
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Figure 1: Holland’s Typology of Personality Theory 
 
The Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS) is a more recent model with 
potential use for a broad population and may be particularly relevant for persons receiving 
rehabilitation counseling services. The model (see Figure 2) emanates from Strauser's 1999 focus 
on reconceptualizing the work personality.  Which is a unification of Erickson’s (1968) theory of 
human development, Bandura’s (1989) theory of social learning, and Neff’s (1985) emphasis on 
one’s personality in regards to work. It is dichotomous by nature, being composed of both a 
structure and a process, and refers to its salience for the career counseling process and work 
transitions.  "While the structure provides the foundation for work personality development and 
identifies the issues that need to be resolved for the development of a healthy and well-developed 
work personality, the process addresses the mechanisms by which an individual's work 
personality is developed" (Strauser and O'Sullivan, 2009). The DWPS is designed for use with 
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adults while assessing childhood behaviors. Items on the scale pertain to childhood experiences, 
which are likely to feel less intrusive than items asking about a troubled work history. The 
DWPS also has the potential to provide an accurate prediction of work behaviors that do not 
require direct observation of the worker or a reliance on self-reports of problematic behavior. 
Strauser and Keim, (2002) did an initial analysis of the developmental work personality 
scale. The purpose of the research project was to construct an instrument (DWPS) to measure 
work personality from a developmental perspective. Further, analysis were completed to 
determine if any subscales could be empirically defined and to examine the reliability and 
validity of the instrument. The sample consisted of adults (n=295) that were either college 
students (n=169) or human service clients (n=126). The majority of the sample were females 
(n=195) and between the years of 18-61 (M=29.48; SD=13.61). The participants were given a 
demographics questionnaire, the DWPS, Neff’s Work and Human Needs (WNS) and the Work 
Personality Profile-Self Report (WPP-SR). Results from the statistical analysis suggested that the 
26-item DWPS measures the overall construct of work personality (α=0.91), and that the overall 
construct validity of the scale was supported by three of the five WPR-SR factors (i.e., social 
skills, role models, and work tasks).  This created a unique relationship with the overall score on 
the DWPS. Overall, the authors posited that the DWPS shows initial promise for use in clinical 
settings to screen individuals regarding the development of their work personality prior to their 
involvement in work-rehabilitation or return-to-work programs.  
In 2006, Strauser and colleagues investigated the relationship between trauma symptoms, 
career development and work personality. High levels of trauma among college students predict 
lower levels of work personality as measured by the Developmental Work Personality Scale, as 
well as more dysfunctional career thoughts, as measured by the Career Thoughts Inventory 
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(1996). Specifically, higher levels of trauma symptoms were associated with lower levels of 
developmental work personality. Large effect sizes were found in the high trauma groups, with 
trauma symptoms accounting for 32% of the variance in work personality. These findings 
suggest that people who experience high levels of trauma symptoms have underdeveloped work 
personality, and therefore, may be more likely to demonstrate negative work behaviors that could 
result in job termination.  
In 2012, Wong, O’Sullivan, and Strauser conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the 
instrument and found that the items on the construct could be reduced from 26 to 14, it was then 
renamed the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (RDWPS). It should be noted that 
the pilot study discussed previously on work personality, work engagement and academic effort 
utilized the original 26 item DWPS. This study will utilize the 14 item RDWPS. 
  
Figure 2. Model of the Developmental Work Personality 
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In regard to the developmental work personality, this study will only be the second study 
to extend this construct outside the area of chronic illness and disability. Strauser, O’Sullivan, 
and Wong, (2012) conducted the first study of the developmental work personality outside the 
realm of chronic illnesses and the disability population. The purpose of the study was to examine 
the relationship between the variable of work engagement, developmental work personality, and 
academic effort in a sample of college students (n=65). The majority of the students were 
females (56.9%), and between 18 and 22 (M=20.7) years. A demographic questionnaire, the 
Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS), and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale were 
handed out to participants in a class at a public research university. The statistical analysis 
consisted of Pearson product-moment correlations, independent t test, hierarchical multiple linear 
regression, and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Results from the analysis 
indicated four main findings: (1.) There is a positive relationship between academic effort, 
engagement, and work personality. (2.) When gender was controlled, the Work Tasks subscale of 
the DWPS made the largest contribution to predicting academic effort. (3.) Engagement made a 
significant contribution to the model. (4.) For men, work personality seems to be more relevant 
concerning academic effort, whereas for women, engagement seemed more important. 
Engagement 
Consideration over the last decade has been paid to what has been coined as positive 
psychology: the scientific study of human strength and optimal functioning (Seligman and 
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). This novel approach is meant to complement the traditional focus of 
psychology on disease, damage, disorder, and disability (Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova, 2006). 
Vocational psychology has embraced this call to focus more on the positive aspects and 
psychological states that are associated with positive vocational outcomes. Rehabilitation 
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professionals should also deemphasize negative characteristics related to poor psychological 
adjustment and focus on positive human traits and positive psychology interventions for people 
with disabilities (Wilson et al., 2013). Viewed from this “positive” perspective, it is not 
surprising that burnout research seems to shift towards its opposite: work engagement. Work 
engagement is a construct that has received recent attention in vocational research that 
incorporates positive psychological traits to examine how factors affect positive vocational 
outcomes (Baker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris, 2008). Work engagement is considered more 
stable than work-related emotions, which tend to vary based on the existence of stressors in the 
environment (Seppala et al., 2009). 
Workers who report higher levels of engagement experience better psychological and 
physical health, create their own job and personal resources, experience positive emotions on the 
job, transfer the positive state of engagement to others, and receive higher work performance 
ratings (Bakker, 2009; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Demerouti, and Verbeke, 2004). 
The construct of work engagement is conceptualized as consisting of three sub-components that 
further describe the construct. One component is conceptualized as vigor, which refers to high 
levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s 
work, and persistence in the face of difficulties. The second component is dedication, which can 
be characterized as a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge from 
engaging in work-related tasks. The third component is absorption, which refers to being fully 
concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s work, and is characterized by the person indicating 
that time is passing quickly and that one experiences difficulty in detaching oneself from work.  
In addition to work, limited research applying the construct of engagement to academic 
settings and performance has been conducted with positive results indicating higher levels of 
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academic engagement leading to higher levels of academic performance (Schaufeli, Salanova, 
Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker, 2002). Academic engagement refers to a high level of energy and 
mental resilience when studying, deriving a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration from 
study, and being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one’s study (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 
Academic engagement is conceptualized by the same three aforementioned constructs of work 
engagement: vigor, dedication, and absorption; although the term work is interchanged with the 
term study in regards to academic engagement. A more recent study by Strauser, O’Sullivan, and 
Wong (2012), found that gender was a significant predictor of academic effort and that there 
were gender differences regarding academic engagement. Specifically, female students scored 
higher than males on academic engagement. In addition, the results indicated that academic 
engagement predicted academic effort for both male and female students. According to Reschly 
and Christenson (2006), student engagement predicts school completion for students with and 
without disabilities above and beyond the impacts of socioeconomic status, achievement, test 
scores, and grade retention status. 
 Schaufeli et al. (2002) conducted a cross-national study to examine burnout and 
engagement in university students from the Netherlands (n=311), Spain (n=623), and Portugal 
(n=727). After analyzing the data, their confirmatory factor analyses showed that the expected 
three-factor structure of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) for students that included 
the constructs of vigor, dedication, and absorption fitted to the data of each sample. Results with 
the UWES revealed an invariance of factor loadings of absorption in all samples and of vigor in 
two of the three samples. The investigators also found that vigor was positively related to 
academic performance, which was conceptualized as the number of passed exams relative to the 
total number of exams in the previous term.  
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 Casuso-Holgado et al. (2013) looked at the association between academic engagement 
and achievement in health sciences students (n=304). This was a cross-sectional study in Spain, 
where students were eligible for participation if they were enrolled in Nursing (n=114), 
Physiotherapy (n=79), Podiatry (n=41), or Occupational studies (n=70) during the 2010-2011 
school year. The results indicated positive correlations in all cases. In regards of various 
academic constructs, grade point average was most robustly associated with engagement. The 
researchers also found that the association between grade point average and engagement was 
gender specific. Where female grade point average is mainly associated with the dedication 
construct of engagement (r=0.211; p<0.01), while male grade point average does with the vigor 
construct of engagement (r=0.503; p<0.01). 
 A study of the relations between life satisfaction, burnout, engagement and hopelessness 
of high school students was conducted by Capri, Gunduz and Akbay (2013). There where a total 
of 461 students that were continuing the 12th grades in the research group, 48.8% (n=225) were 
females, while 51.2% (n=236) were males. The students where given research packets that 
contained the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), Maslach Burnout Inventory-Student Survey 
(MBI-SS), Utrecht work Engagement Scale-Student Survey (UWES-SS), Beck Hopelessness 
Scale (BHS), and “Personal Information Form”. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 
correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis where the statistical techniques used to test 
the following research questions: (1.)  Is there a meaningful relation between high school 
students’ life satisfaction, burnout, engagement and hopelessness scores? (2.) Is the burnout, 
engagement, and hopelessness cores of high school students predict their life satisfaction scores? 
In regard to the first research question, the authors found that high school students’ life 
satisfaction scores have a negative relation with exhaustion cynicism, efficacy and hopelessness 
! 24!
scores; on the other hand, these have a positive relation with vigor, dedication and absorption 
scores (i.e., engagement).  In regard to the second research question, the investigators observed 
that life satisfaction scores only predict hopelessness, absorption and efficacy in a meaningful 
way. 
 Zhang, Gan and Cham (2007) conducted a study among Chinese college students to 
identify the association between perfectionism, academic burnout, and engagement in college 
students. The participants in the study consisted of a sample of 482 Chinese male (n=258) and 
female (n=212) undergraduates. There were 167 freshmen (34.6%), 101 sophomores (21.0%), 
106 juniors (22.0%), and 103 seniors (21.4%), with 5 people (1.0%) missing their grade 
information. The participants were given a battery of questionnaires including the Frost 
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS), the Maslach Burnout Inventory-Student Survey 
(MBI-SS), and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWES-S). A structural 
equation modeling analysis was the statistical method utilized, to examine the following research 
hypotheses that guided the project: (1.) Academic burnout and engagement are two latent 
structures rather than a single one of wellbeing with “efficacy” better included as engagement 
dimension than a reversely coded burnout one. (2.) For zero-order correlation analysis, 
maladaptive aspects of perfectionism are all positively correlated with burnout symptoms; 
adaptive aspects of perfectionism are all positively correlated with engagement dimensions. (3.) 
A dual-process model with maladaptive perfectionism predicting burnout, and adaptive 
perfectionism predicting engagement, fits well to the data. Interestingly, the results confirmed 
their hypothesis by illustrating that: (1.) burnout and engagement were moderately and 
negatively correlated conceptions, with efficacy, the positively worded subscale of MBI, better 
loaded as an extended engagement dimension; (2.) maladaptive aspects of perfectionism were 
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mainly correlated with burnout, whereas positive perfectionism with engagement; (3.) the dual-
process model fitted well to the data, identifying cross-links. 
 Storm and Rothmann (2003) conducted a psychometric analysis of the Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale (UWES) with police officers (n=2396) from South Africa. Random samples 
were taken from police stations in the Limpopo Province, Gauteng, Free State, Mpumalanga, 
Northern Cape, Western Cape, Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and North-West Province. The 
sample was mostly male (77.08%), married, and had a high school education. The mean age of 
participants was 34.53 years, while the mean length of work experience was 12.96 years. The 
UWES and a demographic questionnaire were given to the participants to complete. The main 
purpose of this research was to validate the UWES for the South African Police Service (SAPS) 
and to determine its construct equivalence and bias in different race groups. A structural equation 
modeling analysis and an exploratory factor analysis were the statistical methods utilized for this 
study. The results from the structural equation modeling confirmed a 3-factor model of work 
engagement, consisting of vigor, dedication and absorption. Overall, the three constructs had 
acceptable internal consistencies, vigor (α =0.78), dedication (α =0.89) and absorption (α=0.78). 
While the exploratory factor analysis with target rotations showed equivalence of the three 
constructs for different race groups in SAPS. The researchers did not find any evidence for 
uniform or non-uniform bias of the items of the UWES for different race groups. 
 Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) looked at job demands, job resources, and their relationship 
with burnout and engagement in a multi-sample study. The sample (n=1698) consisted of four 
independent occupational samples. The first sample (n=381) came from employees on an 
insurance company, 69% were males. The second sample (n=202) came from employees of 
several branches of a large Occupational Health and Safety Service, 38% were males. The third 
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sample (n=507) came from employees of a pension fund company, 66% were females. The 
fourth sample (n=608) consisted of employees of a home-care institution, 97% were females. 
The participants received a research packet that consisted of the Maslach Burnout Inventory-
General Survey (MBI-GS), the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), and questions about 
job demands, emotional demands, job resources, and social support from colleagues, supervisory 
coaching, and turnover intention. The following hypothesis guided the investigation to the 
relationship between the aforementioned constructs: (1.) A two-factor model that includes the 
core of burnout (exhaustion and cynicism) as well as an extended engagement factor (vigor, 
dedication, absorption, and efficacy) fits better to the data than: (a) a one-factor model and (b) an 
alternative two-factor model that includes the original burnout (exhaustion, cynicism, and 
efficacy) and engagement scales (vigor, dedication, and absorption). (2.) Burnout mediates the 
relation between high job demands and experienced health problems. (3.) Engagement mediates 
the relationship between job resources and (low) turnover intention. (4.) Various cross-links exist 
between the energetically and motivational driven processes: (a) job demands and job resources 
are negatively related (b) engagement and burnout are negatively related (c) job resources are 
negatively related to burnout (d) burnout is positively related to turnover intention (e) health 
problems and turnover intention are positively related. The researchers used structural equation 
modeling to simultaneously analyze data from each of the independent samples. The results had 
confirmed the hypothesis indicating that (1.) burnout and engagement are negatively related, 
sharing between 10-25% of their variances; (2.) burnout is mainly predicated by job demands but 
also by lack of job resources, whereas engagement is exclusively predicted by available job 
resources; (3.) burnout is related to heal problems as well as turnover intention, whereas 
engagement is related only to turnover intention; (4.) burnout mediates the relationship between 
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job demands and health problems, whereas engagement mediates the relationship between job 
resources and turnover intention. In conclusion, the researchers alluded to fact that burnout and 
engagement exhibit different patterns of possible causes and consequences implies that different 
intervention strategies should be used when burnout is to be reduced or engagement is to be 
enhanced. 
 Sharkey, You, and Schnoebelen (2008) looked at the relations among school assets, 
individual resilience, and student engagement for youth grouped by level of family functioning. 
Their sample consisted of (n=10,000) diverse 7th, 9th, and 11th-grade students, 44% were males. 
The following hypothesis guided the investigation to the relationship among the aforementioned 
constructs for youth grouped by level of family functioning. First, it was hypothesized that a 
factor structure derived through theoretical means would be confirmed using empirical data. 
Secondly, it was hypothesized that internal assets would not fully mediate the relationship 
between school assets and student engagement. Lastly, it was hypothesized that the relation of 
school assets to student engagement would be strongest for the group of youths selected for 
below average levels of family assets. That is, the authors believed that school assets would be a 
protective factor for youths with low family assets and have weak relations with student 
engagement with high family assets. The researchers used structural equation modeling to 
analyze the data from the California Healthy Kids Survey Resilience Youth Development 
Module and their participants. Findings from the study suggested: (1.) Although youth in the low 
family asset group reported lower student engagement, contrary to hypothesis (H2), multi-group 
structural equation modeling revealed that school assets did not have a differential relation for 
low family asset youth compared to their high family asset peers. (2.) School assets were 
associated with student engagement for all groups, even accounting for individual resilience. 
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Social Support 
 Social support is a multidimensional construct that plays an important role in an 
individual’s health and wellbeing (Chronister, Johnson, and Berven, 2006; Chronister, Johnson, 
and Lin, 2009).  In the past decades, studies have linked the construct of social support with 
several areas of adaptive functioning, including mental health, interpersonal satisfaction, and 
physical wellbeing (Flannery and Wieman, 1989; Hampton, 2004). Various models of social 
support exist, although the two dominant hypotheses are the buffering hypothesis and the main 
effects hypothesis (Lakey and Orehek, 2011). The main difference between the two hypotheses 
is that the buffering hypothesis predicts that social support is mostly beneficial during stressful 
times, while the main effects hypothesis predicts that social support is beneficial all the time 
(Cohen and Wills, 1985). In regards to the buffering hypothesis, social support protects or 
buffers people from the bad effects of stressful life events and in the main effects hypothesis, 
people with high social support are in better health than people with low social support, 
regardless of stress (Cohen and Wills, 1985).  
The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet et al., 1988) is 
a self-reported instrument designed to assess perceived social support. The scale is composed of 
12 items ands has three subscales with response options on a 7-point likert scale, ranging from 1 
(absolutely false) to 7 (absolutely true). The instrument measures support from family, friends, 
and significant others. Family is operationalized through questions like “My family works very 
hard to help,” friends is operationalized through questions like “I can speak about my problems 
with my friends,” and significant others is operationalized through questions like “When I need 
someone, there is always a special person who stands by me.” Scores for each subscale are 
represented by the mean of the raw scores for items in the subscale and a total score is 
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represented by the mean of the scores obtained on the three subscales. Higher scores reflect 
greater perceived social support. Zimet et al. (1988) reported coefficient α of 0.88 for the total 
scale. Test-retest reliability over 3 months was 0.85. With regard to concurrent validity for the 
Italian version, the Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin, 1985) 
was found to significantly correlate, among university students, with the MSPSS (Di Fabio and 
Kenny, 2012). 
 Wilson et al., (2013) conducted a study on attachment style, social support, and coping as 
psychosocial correlates of happiness in persons with spinal cord injuries. The purpose of the 
study was three fold, for each of the aforementioned constructs the researchers wanted to see 
what the role of each construct was in predicting happiness in people with spinal cord injuries 
after controlling for the contribution of gender and functional disability. Two hundred and 
seventy-four individuals with spinal cord injuries living in the community were recruited for the 
study from the membership of the Canadian Paraplegic Association (CPA), a federation 
consisting of individual CPA associations located in each of Canada’s providences. Most 
participants were men (n=180, 68%). Ages of the participants ranged from 18-79 years, with a 
mean of 46.30. Each individual was given a demographic questionnaire, the Moorong Self-
Efficacy Scale (MSES) (Middleton, Tate and Gerrahty, 2003), the Adult Attachment Scale 
(AAS) (Collins and Read, 1990), the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
(MSPSS) (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, and Farley, 1988), the Brief COPE (Carver, 1997), and the 
Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) (Lyubomirsky and Lepper, 1999). The primary analysis was 
conducted using hierarchical regression analysis to measure the incremental variance accounted 
for by the demographic covariates, attachment, coping, and social support. The researchers found 
that functional disability and psychosocial correlates including coping, attachment styles, and 
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social support were associated with happiness scores. Secondly, they found that functional 
disability has a large negative effect on happiness and the effect was significantly reduced after 
taking into consideration the effect of positive psychology factors. 
 Bennett (2007) did a study on work-based learning and social support, to see if the two 
constructs would have any influence on high school seniors’ occupational engagement 
orientations. The investigators hypothesis that guided this research was that social support from 
adult supervisors and mentors passively affected students’ occupational engagement orientations 
over and above the influence that programmatic experiences provided. The purpose of the study 
was three fold. The researcher wanted to see how much do student demographics account for 
high school seniors’ orientations toward occupational engagement. Secondly, the researcher 
wanted to know to what extent, does completion of work-based internships influence high school 
seniors’ occupational engagement orientations. Thirdly, how influential is social support in 
enhancing high school seniors’ occupational engagement orientations over and above the 
influence that work-based internships provide. The sample comprised of participants (n=1,174) 
that were all seniors from district’s 17 high schools in Arizona. The analysis consisted of 
Ordinary Least Squares that were applied in a hierarchical regression in four stages. The 
researcher’s findings indicated that opportunities to receive social support, especially having a 
mentor, contributed most to seniors’ future dispositions toward occupational engagement. 
District career and technical education (CTE) students also experienced grater social support 
than non-CTE students). 
 A study on emotional intelligence and perceived social support by Di Fabio and Kenny 
(2012) was performed among Italian high school students. The purpose of the study was to 
inspect the interplay of performance and self-report measures of emotional intelligence and 
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personality traits with perceived social support. The sample consisted of students (n=309) 
attending a technical school (45.3%) or a college preparatory high school (54.7%). The majority 
of the participants (72.1%) were female and the participants ranged in age between 16 and 20 
(M=17.41, SD=0.65) years. The sample completed a demographic questionnaire, the 
Multidimensional scale of Perceived Social Support (MPSS), the Emotional Intelligence Scale 
(EIS), the Mayer Salovey Caruso Emotional Intelligence test (MSCEIT), and the Big Five 
questionnaire (BFQ). The analyses consisted of descriptive statistics, Pearson correlations, and 
two hierarchical multiple regressions to examine the contribution of self-report and performance 
assessment of emotional intelligence beyond the effects of personality to perceived social 
support. The researchers found social support and emotional intelligence were significant to 
career development, and that emotional intelligence can be enhanced through training. The 
finding that social support is instrumental to career development is consistent with numerous 
empirical studies that have demonstrated the importance of supportive relationships for career 
and academic development and workplace advancement (Kenny, Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, 
and Gallagher, 2003; Quimby and O’Brien, 2004; Larose et al., 2009; Blickle, Witzki, and 
Schneider, 2009). 
 Othman and Nasurdin (2013) conducted a study on social support and work engagement 
among a group of Malaysian nurses. The purpose of the study was to address the question of 
whether social support  (supervisor support and co-worker support) could contribute to the 
variance in work engagement. The study consisted of (n=402) staff nurses working in three main 
public hospitals in Peninsular Malaysia. The participants (n=466) were given a demographic 
questionnaire, the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) and a social support scale by 
Susskind et al., (2003). The social support scale consisted of four items for supervisor support 
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and three items for co-worker support. The response rate for returning the questionnaires was 
86.27% (n=402). The researchers performed descriptive and inferential statistical analyses. More 
specifically, Pearson’s correlations were used to test the strength and direction of relationships 
between variables and regression analysis were used to estimate the variance in work 
engagement that could be explained by social support to test the project’s research question. The 
findings indicated that supervisor support was positively related to work engagement. While, co-
worker support was found to have no effect on work engagement. The premise that supervisor 
support is an important predictor of work engagement was similar to other findings with different 
populations. For example, Schaufeli and Baker (2004) conducted a study among employees from 
four different Dutch service organizations where social support had been found to be an 
important antecedent of work engagement and performance feedback. In a study by Hakanen et 
al., (2006), among a sample of over 2000 Finish teachers, supervisory support was found to be 
positively linked to work engagement. 
 Isik (2013) performed a study on the predictors of vocational outcome expectations in 
regards to the constructs of perceived social support and locus of control. The aim of the study 
was to investigate the relationships of vocational outcome expectation to social support, which is 
an environmental factor and locus of control, which is a personal factor. Undergraduate students 
(n=263) were randomly selected from Selcuk University School of Foreign Languages as they 
were thought to better represent the undergraduate students in general from Management, 
Engineering, Education, Technical Education, Law, and Medicine majors. The majority of the 
participants (57.8%) were males and the participants ranged in age between 17 and 23 
(M=19.67) years. The sample of undergraduate students completed a demographic questionnaire, 
the Vocational Outcome Expectations Scale (VOES), Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
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Social Support (MSPSS), and Rotter’s Locus of Control Scale (LCS). The statistical analyses 
consisted of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), Pearson moment-product correlation 
coefficient, and multiple regression analyses. There were two main findings of the research 
project. First, the results indicated that perceived social support from family, friends and 
significant others were positively associated with vocational outcomes expectations, while locus 
of control was negatively associated. Secondly, the results indicated that within the perceived 
social support dimensions, family support was the unique significant predictor of vocational 
outcome expectation. These findings were similar to findings in qualitative research, where 
social support demonstrated that undergraduate students perceive their family as a significant 
source of support in their career decisions, career information gathering process, and as a role 
model (Schultheiss, Kress, Manzi, and Glasscock, 2001; Schultheiss, Palma, Predagovich, and 
Glasscock, 2002). 
 Kaplan (1990) conducted a study on social support, emotional distress, and vocational 
outcomes among persons with brain injuries. The overall purpose of the study was to see if social 
support and emotional distress where either positively or negatively related to vocational 
incomes among this specific population. The sample consisted of adults (n=36) diagnosed within 
10 to 30 months prior of evaluations, with severe brain injuries, that were referred for 
psychological/neuropsychological assessment by state vocational rehabilitation counselors. 
Sixty-four percent (n=23) had been involved in motor vehicle accidents while thirty-six percent 
(n=13) had sustained blunt injuries from other causes. The majority (72%) of the participants 
were male and between the years of 18 and 43 (M=27.5). The sample were given a demographic 
questionnaire, the 16 Personality Factory Inventory, Form A (16PF), and the Social Support 
Questionnaire (SSQ), although, the author noted that “only selected components of the 16PF 
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measure were used for analysis”. More specifically, ten scores on the six individual factors that 
comprise the emotional distress (or anxiety) dimension of the 16PF were used for analysis. The 
analysis indicated five main findings for the research project: (1.) Individuals with serious brain 
injuries who scored higher on emotional distress-related factors expressed less satisfaction with 
their social support. (2.) Positive correlations (p<0.05) were found between social support and 
each of the factors of emotional stability and self-discipline. That is, participants scoring higher 
on the emotional stability and self-discipline factors were more likely to be satisfied with their 
level of social support. (3.) Emotional insecurity was negatively correlated with vocational 
outcome. That is, participants who had higher levels of insecurity and self-blame were the same 
participants who experienced poor vocational outcomes (p<0.001). (4.) Emotional stability was 
positively related to vocational outcome. (5.) Overall, social support and vocational outcome 
were positively related. 
Academic Effort 
 The relationship between various intrinsic and extrinsic variables and academic outcomes 
has always been a topic of interest in higher education and how they can relate to long-term 
vocational outcomes. Due to its relationship to cognitive and psychosocial competence, a 
composite score of college Grade Point Average (GPA) and academic effort will be used to 
measure one of the operational definitions of academic success in this study versus college 
placement test that rely on effort of one day versus the entire college experience. Academic 
effort and GPA will also be investigated to determine if each separately or combined are a better 
description of academic success. The following section will specifically focus on the findings, if 
any, of work personality, social support, and engagement has on academic effort from previous 
literature. It is desired that the present research project can provide further insights on the 
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relationship and/or interrelationship of the aforementioned variables on academic success. 
Further, the findings will be the basis for a follow-up study to see how these constructs relate to 
long-term vocational outcomes. 
Prior Literature on Personality and Academic Success 
 Kahn, Nauta, Gailbreath, and Chartrand  (2002) investigated the ability of various career 
and personality assessment inventories to predict students’ first-year college performance and 
persistence. The sample consisted of college freshman (n=677) at a large southeastern university 
attending career-planning orientation course. The majority of the sample were female (n=355), 
Caucasian (86%), and had an average age of 18.16 years. While the mean first-year GPA, which 
was accessed following the spring semester, was a 2.49, with a range from 0.00 to 4.00. During 
the orientation class the sample were administered a battery of educational planning and career 
assessment instruments. These instruments were the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), 
Strong Interest Inventory (SII), Social Skills Inventory (SSI), and the Career Factors Inventory 
(CFI). Using a hierarchical regression, the findings from the study indicated that subscales from 
the MBTI, SII, CFI, and SKI along with ACT/SAT scores, combined to explain 19% of the 
variance in first-year GPA, F(19,483)=6, p<.001. The subscales of the MBTI suggested that a 
high percentage of the participants scored high on the scales of extraversion, feeling, and 
perceiving preferences. The subscales of the SSI, specifically the Learning Style scale was below 
50, which according to the authors, suggest that this sample preferred a more practical versus 
academic learning environment. The subscales of the SII suggested that this sample had typical 
levels of social skills for college students. Overall the authors noted that the subscales that 
predicted first-year GPA all assessed some aspect of social relationships. This finding is 
consistent with the publication of Vincent Tinto’s (1975) student integration model, which 
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theorizes that students who socially integrate into the campus community increase their 
commitment to the institution and are more likely to graduate. 
 A study by Berenson, Boyles, and Weaver (2008) examined the internal factors of 
emotional intelligence (EI) and personality to determine how much they can predict GPA, and in 
turn, how EI and personality can predict success in online learning. The sample for the study 
consisted of community college students (n=82) taking online courses. The majority were female 
(81%) students and both male and female participants were between the age of 18 and 57 years 
(M=29.7). The students were administered the Emotional Intelligence Test-Abridged (EI-Q 
abridged) and the Assessment of Character Traits Profile (ACT-personality test). The study 
resulted in four main findings: (1). EI was the primary predictor of academic success in online 
courses as EI accounted for 11% of variance in GPA (R=.33). (2). Although, the combination of 
EI and personality served as a stronger predictor of online student success with an 18% variance 
in GPA (!! = 16%). (3.) EI was directly associated with GPA among online students. (4). 
Higher grades corresponded to greater levels of EI. Overall the researchers noted that soft skills 
like EI and certain predominant personality characteristics (Persuasive, Achievement Oriented, 
and Sociability) maybe closely related to students’ academic success in online courses. 
 A longitudinal study was conducted by Martin, Nejad, Colmar, and Liem (2013) that 
examined how students’ responses to uncertainty and novelty predicted academic outcomes. The 
sample consisted of junior high and high school students (n=969) from 9 schools in four major 
cities on the east coast of Australia. The majority were male (52%) and between the ages of 11-
19 (M=14.40; SD=1.55). The Adaptability Scale (Martin et al., 2012) and the International 
English Big-Five Mini-Markers (IEBM) (Thompson, 2008) were administered to the 
participants. The authors hypothesized that adaptable students would be more ambitious in their 
! 37!
future plans, more able to keep up with the rapid pace and variable nature of lessons, and be less 
inclined to maneuver defensively or give up. Findings revealed that personality traits of 
conscientiousness and agreeableness positively and significantly predicted academic outcomes, 
while the personality trait of neuroticism negatively predicted academic outcomes. 
 Chamorro-Premuzic and Furnham (2003) conducted a study that looked at how 
personality can predict academic performance. Two samples of college students that were native 
English speakers from the University College London were utilized for this study. Sample 1 
consisted of 70 undergraduate students (21 male and 49 female), while Sample 2 consisted of 75 
undergraduate students (21 males and 54 female). The mean age of Sample 1 was 19.8 
(SD=1.04) and 20.8 (SD=3.64) for Sample 2.  The authors assessed personality by utilizing the 
60-item NEO Five-Factor Inventory for first sample. This instrument measured extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience. For the second 
sample, the authors utilized the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised instrument, which 
consisted of 106 items that measured psychoticism, extraversion, and neuroticism. Authors 
assessed academic performance by overall exam marks (5) and final-year project performance. 
The overall goal of the study was to determine which personality traits predict academic 
performance. Findings revealed that neuroticism might impair academic performance, while 
conscientiousness may lead to higher academic achievement for sample 1. This finding is similar 
to Conrad’s (2005) study that showed conscientiousness incrementally predicted scores on 
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) scores. Findings from sample 2 showed that neuroticism and 
psychoticism could limit academic success. Of the two instruments, the EPQ-R was superior to 
the NEO-FFI for predicting academic performance, as the instrument was able to account for 
nearly 17% versus 10% of the unique variance in overall exam results. 
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 Nguyen, Allen, and Fraccastoro, examined what personality traits predicted academic 
performance and if gender plays a moderating role. The sample consisted of undergraduate and 
graduate students (n=360) taking a business class at a Southern university. The majority of the 
students were females (51.4%) and identified themselves as Whites (72%). Personality was 
measured by using the 50-item Big 5 personality inventory by Goldberg. Academic performance 
was measured by utilizing final course grade in an undergraduate management course and 
overall grade point average (GPA). Findings from the analysis of the data collected indicated that 
the personality trait of conscientiousness positively and significantly predicted overall GPA over 
and beyond the other personality traits of agreeableness, extroversion, emotional stability and 
intellect, which accounted for unique variance in final course grade and GPA. The findings also 
suggested that emotional stability and intellect positively and significantly predicted academic 
performance among male students, but not so among females. Specifically, this study gives 
support for Chamorro-Premuzic and Furnham’s (2003) research in identifying conscientiousness 
as a prime factor aiding overall academic performance among college students. This gives merit 
to the belief that personality inventories should be considered for college admission purposes and 
career decision-making. 
Prior Literature on Engagement and Academic Success 
 Lee (2014) conducted a study that investigated the relationship between student 
engagement and academic performance. The sample consisted of 15-year old students (n=3,268) 
from 121 schools in the United States that participated in the Program for International Student 
Assessment 2000 (PISA 2000). Engagement was measured as either behavioral or emotional. 
Behavioral engagement was defined as effort and perseverance, while emotional engagement 
was defined as a sense of belonging. The dependent variable of academic performance was 
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measured as reading literacy, which PISA defines reading literacy as capacity to understand, use 
and reflect on written texts, in order to achieve one’s goals, to develop one’s knowledge and 
potential, and to participate in society (Kirsch, et al., 2002).  The study had three-research 
hypothesis that guided the analysis: (H1). Behavioral engagement would predict academic 
performance. (H2). Emotional engagement would predict academic performance. (H3). The 
effect of emotional engagement on academic performance would be mediated through behavioral 
engagement. The statistical analysis consisted of Multi-level analysis that was run in SAS 9.2. 
Results indicated that both behavioral and emotional engagement significantly predicted reading 
performance (i.e., high levels of each type of engagement resulted in higher levels of reading 
performance) (H1 & H2). Results also revealed that the effect on emotional engagement on 
reading performance was partially mediated through behavioral engagement (H1). For example 
emotional engagement was positively associated with behavioral engagement (! = .18, !" =.02,! < .01, and behavioral engagement was positively associated with reading score ((! = .11, 
SE=.11, p<.01). 
 Standard, Belgrave, Corneille, Wilson, and Owens (2010) examined the role of peers and 
family in the academic engagement of African American Adolescents for promoting academic 
achievement. The sample consisted of 311 students between the ages of 11 and 20 years who 
self-identified as African American/Black and volunteered to participate in the Amani Project 
between 2002-2005. The participants were given the School Interest scale to evaluate academic 
engagement, the Close Friends’ Risky Behaviors scale to evaluate peer risky behavior, the 
Family Communication scale to evaluate family cohesion, and a demographic form to evaluate 
gender, age, race, ethnicity, household structure, and grades in school. Three hypotheses guided 
the study: (1). Adolescents with a high number of close friends engaging in risky behaviors will 
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report low engagement in school. (2). Adolescents who report high family cohesion will report 
high academic engagement. (3). Membership in a highly cohesive family will be associated with 
high academic engagement over and above the effect of peer’s risky behaviors.  
The statistical analysis consisted of descriptive statistics, Pearson’s product moment 
correlation coefficients, and hierarchical regression analyses to test the three hypotheses. Results 
from the descriptive statistics indicated that the majority of the sample were females (59%), had 
a mean age of 14 (SD=1.9), and had a mean of 3.64 for self-reported academic grades on a scale 
ranging from “1” (obtained mostly F’s in the past school year) to “5” (obtained mostly A’s in the 
past school year). The results from the hypothesis testing supported all three hypotheses. The 
authors found that the overall model was predictive of engagement in school, ! = .25; ! 304 =4.61, ! < .01. The model also suggested that age, gender, family cohesion, and peer risky 
behavior accounted for a significant amount of variance in the three academic engagement 
variables when analyzed individually.  Specifically, these variables predicted behavioral effort in 
school, !!=.33, F(1,275)=6.67, p<.01, education utility value, !!=.25, F(1,276)=3.59, p<.01, 
and academic interest, !!=.28, F(1,276)=4.67, p<.01. A hierarchical regression analyses 
indicated that interest in school, !=.20; t(276)=3.39, p<.01, and education utility value,  !=.17; 
t(276)=2.83, p<.01, were significantly predicted by family cohesion above the effects of peer 
risky behavior. Peer risky behavior was significantly related to academic effort after controlling 
for age, gender and substance use in the second step and remained significant with family 
cohesion in the final step, !=-.23; t(275)=-3.61, p<.01. 
Prior Literature on Social Support and Academic Success 
 A recent study done by de, l.I. Hoffman, and Ferandez Liporace (2014) tested the ability 
to predict academic achievement through the perception of parenting and social support in 
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Argentinean college students. The sample consisted of Argentinean college students (n=354) 
majoring in various fields of study at the University of Buenos Aires, with the majority being 
Psychology majors (59.4%). Most of the participants were females (83.3%) and belonged to the 
medium socioeconomic level (78.2%). The ages of the participants ranged from 19 to 35 
(M=23.50, SD=2.62).  The participants were given both the 24-item Perceived Parenting Styles 
and Parental Inconsistency Scale and the 15-item Student Social Support Scale. Perceived 
parenting was conceptualized via two dimensions: responsiveness and demandingness of the 
parents. Responsiveness referred to the amount of expressed warmth, affection, and time 
dedicated to dialogue, while demandingness was referred to as parental strategies to regulate the 
offspring’s behavior by setting limits, prohibitions, verbal and physical coercion, and other 
expressions of discipline (de, l.I. Hoffman, and Ferandz, 2014). Perceived social support was 
analyzed considering four sources: parents, teachers, classmates, and best friend/significant 
other.  In order to determine which variables should be included in the model to predict academic 
achievement, univariate logistic regressions were calculated. The results illuminated that only 
perceived support from teachers was statistically significant ((! = .392,! = .01). Findings from 
a Path analysis illustrated that both a mother’s and father’s responsiveness had a positive indirect 
effect on the perception of social support and enhanced achievement (p=.01). In regards to 
demandingness the Path analysis illustrated a different effect in the case of the mother versus 
being compared to the father. In the father model, the effect of demandingness had a negative 
and indirect impact on the perception of social support (p=.05), while with the mother 
demandingness had a positive direct effect on achievement (p=.03). The Path analysis for 
perceived social support found that teachers were the only source of support that significantly 
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predicted achievement in Argentinean college students. For example in the father’s model 
teacher support had (p=.02) while in the mother’s model teacher support had (p=0.01). 
 Glozah anf Pevalin (2014) also conducted another recent study that utilized Path analysis 
on social support, stress, health, and academic success with Ghanaian adolescents. The 
overarching goal of the study was to examine the interrelationships among the aforementioned 
variables. The sample consisted of randomly selected second-year and third-year students 
(n=770) from four Senior High Schools in Accra, Ghana. The majority of the sample consisted 
of boys (65%) and the ages of the entire sample ranged from 14-21 (M=16.86, SD=1.01). Five 
instruments were administered to the students: the 12-item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-
12), the School Success Profile (SSP), the10-item Perceived Social Support from Family (PSS-
FA), the Adolescent Stress Questionnaire (ASQ), and the revised Personal Lifestyle 
Questionnaire (PLQ). Health and well-being was measured by a composite score formed by 
adding the scores of the GHQ-12, PLQ, and SSP, which, the researchers noted that the reliability 
of the composite health and wellbeing scale is α=0.80. Academic success was measured by using 
students’ examination grades in English, Mathematics, Integrated Science and Social Studies in 
their latest terminal examinations. Results from the Path analysis displayed 6 main findings: (1). 
Social support had a significant negative association with stress ((! = −.29,! < .05). (2). Social 
support had a significant positive effect on health ((! = .50,! < .05). (3). Social support had an 
insignificant effect on academic success ((! = −.14,! > .05). (4). Stress also had a significant 
negative effect on health ((! = −.47, p<.05). (5). Stress had an insignificant effect on academic 
success ((! = −.04,! > .05). (6). Health and wellbeing had a positive direct effect on academic 
success ((! = .21,! < .05").  The authors alluded that the findings on social support and 
academic success in this study were inconsistent from previous studies that found that social 
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support has a positive effect on academic success (Adelabu, 2007; Woolley et al., 2009; Di Fabio 
and Kenny, 2012). 
 Ghaith’s (2002) study examined the relationship between cooperative learning, 
perception of social support, and academic achievement. The study consisted of students 
(n=135) enrolled in 10 sections of an introductory English course at a Middle Eastern University 
in Lebanon that follows the American model of education. The majority of the participants were 
males (54.2%) and attended class 5 times per week for 3-hour sessions. Participants were given a 
modified version of the Classroom Life Measure (CLM) in order to assess the connection of 
cooperative learning to learners’ perceptions of classroom social support, feelings of alienation 
from school, and academic achievement. The modified version contained 38 of the original 90 
questions of the CLM and the 38 questions in the modified version were specifically salient with 
the variables being analyzed for this study. It should also be noted that academic achievement 
was measured by the average grades of exams taken within the studied semester. The study had 
two research questions. The first research question (RQ1) was “Is cooperative learning correlated 
with learners’ perceptions of social support, alienation from school, and academic achievement”? 
While the 2nd research question (RQ2) was “What is the role of cooperative learning, perception 
of social support, and alienation from school in academic achievement”? The statistical analysis 
consisted of Simple Pearson correlation coefficients and was utilized for RQ1 and stepwise 
multiple regression analysis was utilized for RQ2. Findings from the analysis unveiled that 
cooperative learning and the degree of academic support provided by teachers is positively 
correlated (r=.44, p<.01) with achievement, learners’ feelings of alienation from school were 
found to be negatively correlated (r=-.28, p>.001) with achievement. The analysis also unveiled 
that cooperative learning is positively correlated (r=.29, p<.01), although weak, with the 
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perceived degrees of academic and personal support provided by teachers and peers, while 
having a moderate negative correlation (r=-.32, p<.01) with the feelings of alienation from 
school. 
In regards to social support and interacting with others, Milem and Berger, (1997) found 
that the extent to which students became involved socially with peers and faculty during their 
first 6 to 7 weeks of a semester was significantly related to their likelihood of persisting at their 
academic institution (! = .22!!"#!.09, respectively). That is, the more the students interacted 
with others the greater likelihood that they would continue and graduate from an academic 
institution. This finding is similar to other studies that have found that higher levels of social 
support from family, friends, teachers, and significant others have a positive effect on 
Mathematics grades (Azmitia et al., 2009) and reading tests (Park and Bonner, 2008). These 
findings suggest that if people have problems interacting with others they might also have 
problems with achieving higher levels of academic outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Procedure 
 Over two semesters, graduate students handed out research packets to undergraduate 
students, including a consent letter (see Appendix A), a demographic form, and questionnaires 
before sections of a Drug Use and Abuse in Modern Society class at a university in the Midwest 
started, and participation was voluntary. The letter of consent explained the purpose of the study, 
risks and benefits, confidentiality measures, participation guidelines, and contact information for 
the principal investigator and the Department Head. Students who completed the research 
packets were given time to complete them in class and were allowed to use the completed 
packets to make up points from one missed attendance day. Students were informed of this in 
writing and were told that they could skip any items on any part of the packet and still earn the 
credit for class. They were also informed that there was no penalty (deduction of attendance 
points) for choosing not to participate. 
 The demographic questionnaire was developed specifically for use in this study. In 
addition to demographic information collected to describe the sample, specific items were 
included relating to academic success (measured as Grade Point Average and/or self-reported 
academic effort), employment status while in college, and future plans (See Appendix B). The 
research packets also contained the following instruments specifically for use in this study: 
Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (RWDPS; Wong, O’Sullivan and Strauser, 
2012), Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet, et al., 1988), and Ultrecht 
Work Engagement Scale-Student (UWES-S; Schaufeli and Baker, 2003) (See Appendix C-E). 
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Participants 
To examine the research questions, a sample of (N=595) college students from two different 
sections of a Drug Use and Abuse in Modern society course at the University of Illinois, Urban-
Champaign participated in this study. The mean age of the participants was 20.29 years old. Of 
the sample, 36.3% (N=216) were males, while, 63.7%  (N=379) were females. Males had a 
lower mean self-reported effort score of 7.19 out of 10, while the females had a mean score of 
7.81. Males also had a lower GPA score with a mean of 3.23, while females had a mean GPA 
score of 3.35 out of a possible 4.00. When a composite score of effort and GPA was analyzed as 
one of the operational definitions of academic success, males again had a lower mean score of 
10.42 out of 14, while females had a mean score of 11.15. The majority of the participants were 
Caucasian (66.1%), followed by 13.6% Asian/Pacific Islander, 10.4% African American, 8.4% 
Hispanic/Latino, 1.3% other, and 0.3% Native American/Alaskan Native. The majority of the 
sample was seniors (33.9%), followed by 28.9% juniors, 26.7% sophomores, and 10.3% 
freshman. In regards to mother or father attending college, 65.9% of the mothers attended 
college while 65.4% of the fathers also attended college. Public schools (80.5%) were attended 
more by the sample than private schools (19.5%). The majority (72.7%) of the students plan to 
go on to graduate school while 27.3% do not plan on attending graduate school. Over half of the 
students (50.1%) work while going to school (See Table 2). 
Instruments 
 The Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (RWDPS; Wong, O’Sullivan and 
Strauser, 2012) consists of a 14 item three-factor scale: (1) work tasks, (2) role model, and (3) 
social skills. It is designed to address the tasks and events that individuals encounter during the 
formative years of schooling that are critical in shaping the development of their work 
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personalities. As stated previously, fourteen items make up the RDWPS with different items 
making up each of the respective subscales (DWPS-WT=7; DWPS-RM=3; DWPS-SS=4) and all 
items using a Likert scale ranging from 0 (Not at All Like Me) to 5 (Very Much Like Me). Work 
tasks is operationalized through statements like “It was important for me to complete all my 
school work”, role model is operationalized through statements like “There was someone in my 
life whom I admired”, and social skills is operationalized through statements like “I was in 
trouble a lot with my teachers”. RDWPS scores are useful in predicting the resolution of 
Erickson’s fourth stage of development: Industry versus Inferiority (Erickson, 1959; 1963; 
Wong, O’ Sullivan, and Strauser, 2012). A previous study titled Confirmatory Factor Analytical 
Study of the Revised Developmental Work Personality has provided evidence of construct 
validity, convergent validity and improved reliability for the developmental work personality 
(Wong, O’Sullivan and Strauser, 2012). 
The Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student (UWES-S) is a shorter version of the 
UWES used to assess the level of positive academic-related fulfillment and absorption 
(Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanoa, 2006; Schaufeli and Baker, 2003). Respondents are asked to 
rate their level of academic engagement across three domains of vigor, absorption, and 
dedication. Fourteen items make up the UWES-S with different items making up each of the 
respective subscales (V=5; D=5; A=4) with all items using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 0 
(Never) to 6 (Always, Every Day). Vigor is operationalized through statements like “I can 
continue for a very long time when I am studying”, dedication is operationalized through 
statements like “I find my studies to be full of meaning and purpose”, and absorption is 
operationalized through statements like “Time flies when I’m studying”. Academic engagement 
is considered the opposite of academic burnout and has been positively associated with mental 
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health, efficacy beliefs, and high academic performance (Schauefeli and Salanova, 2007; 
Schauefeli et al., 2002). Academic engagement remains stable over time as indicated by the two-
year test-retest correlations ranging from .0.69 to 0.73 for the subscales. The internal 
consistencies ranged from 0.85 for vigor, 0.87 for dedication, and 0.83 for absorption subscales 
(Schaufeli et al., 2002). Overall, the Cronbach alpha’s of the three-item scales seem to be above 
satisfactory in the sense that they exceed the value of 0.70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). 
Construct validity and stability were found to be very good for the 14-item scale as indicated by 
results of a confirmatory factor analysis over a three-year period (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 
 The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet et al., 1988) is 
a self-reported instrument designed to assess perceived social support. The scale is composed of 
12 items ands has three subscales with response options on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging 
from 1 (absolutely false) to 7 (absolutely true). The instrument measures support from family, 
friends, and significant others. Family is operationalized through statements like “My family 
works very hard to help,” friends is operationalized through statements like “I can speak about 
my problems with my friends,” and significant others is operationalized through statements like 
“When I need someone, there is always a special person who stands by me.” Higher scores 
reflect greater perceived social support. Zimet et al. (1988) reported coefficient α of 0.88 for the 
total scale. Test-retest reliability over 3 months was 0.85. With regard to concurrent validity for 
the Italian version, the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and 
Griffin, 1985) was found to significantly correlate, among university students, with the MSPSS 
(Di Fabio and Busoni, 2009).  
 Academic Success was operationalized by three different definitions for this study. 
Previous research have shown either self-reported effort or grade point average as the most 
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common determinants of academic success in various studies (Park and Kerr, 1990; Volet, 1997; 
Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong, 2012). Therefore, for the purpose of this study, the researcher 
investigated a composite score of the two variables of effort (current performance) and GPA 
(past performance) for the first operational definition of academic success. In addition, both of 
the variables were investigated separately for each of the three research questions of the study to 
analyze both past and current performance of academic success with college students. 
Data Analysis 
 After combining the two data sets into one, the data was cleaned. That is, subjects were 
deleted if they were missing responses from either the demographic questionnaire or instruments 
being used. Originally with the combined two data sets there was a sample of N=608, after 
cleaning the data, there was a sample of N=595. Before analyzing descriptive and inferential 
statistics using IBM SPSS Statistics 21, the statistical software “G Power” was utilized to 
determine the statistical power to test the probability that the test correctly rejects the null 
hypothesis when the alternative hypothesis is true and the minimum sample size needed for the 
study. Results from the analyses indicated that statistical power of the study was 0.99 and that a 
minimum sample size of 43 was needed for this study.  
For RQ1, Pearson product-moment correlations were used to examine the relationship 
between the study variables and each operational definition of academic success (i.e., 1. 
composite score of Grade Point Average and effort, 2. effort alone, 3. GPA alone). For RQ2, 
several preliminary analyses were done to investigate the effect of demographic characteristics 
(i.e., gender and race) on student academic success, and to determine which demographic 
variables (i.e., age and gender) to enter into the subsequent analysis. After this was done, three 
hierarchical multiple linear regressions were computed to investigate the impact of work 
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personality, engagement, and social support on students’ academic success, after controlling for 
the effect of the demographic variables. In a pilot study on work personality, work engagement, 
and academic effort in a group of college students, Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2011) 
findings were consistent with findings from other researchers (Grimes, 1995; Saunders, Davis, 
Williams, and Williams, 2004) on gender differences among male and female academic 
performance. For RQ3, the study analyzed the demographic variable of gender to investigate 
how gender moderates between work personality, engagement, social support and the three 
operational definitions of academic success. More specifically, male and female students were 
separated and regression analyses were rerun to investigate how gender moderated work 
personality, academic engagement, and social support to predict all three operational definitions 
of academic success.  
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Table&2.&Comparison&Characteristics&of&Current&Study&Participants&and&Pilot&Study&Participants
!!!!!!!!!!!!Current!Study!(N=595) !!!!!!!!!!!!!!Pilot!Study!(N=65)
Characteristics M Frequency Percent M Frequency Percent
Mean!Age 20.29(SD=1.29) 20.7(SD=1.1)
Gender
Male! 216 36.30% 28 43.10%
Female 379 63.70% 37 56.90%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 393 66.10% 49 75.40%
African!American 62 10.40% 4 6.20%
Asian/Pacific!Islander 81 13.60% 4 6.20%
Hispanic/Latino 50 8.40% 5 7.70%
Native!American 2 0.30% 0 0.00%
Other 7 1.30% 3 4.50%
Education!Level
Freshman 65 10.30% 4 6.20%
Sophmore 158 26.70% 7 10.80%
Juniors 172 28.90% 21 32.30%
Seniors 201 33.90% 33 50.80%
Parent!Attended!College
Mother 392 65.90%
Father 389 65.40%
Type!of!High!School
Public 479 80.50%
Private 116 19.50%
Works!While!In!College
Yes 303 51.10%
No 292 48.90%
Plans!To!Go!to!Graduate!School
Yes 493 72.70%
No 163 27.30%
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CHAPTER 4 
 
RESULTS 
 
Research Question 1 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Personality, Social 
Support, Work Engagement, and the Operational Definitions of Academic Success 
 
For Research Question 1, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to 
examine the relationship and strength of the study variables. Specifically, means, standard 
deviations, the number of participants, and zero-order correlations for the scales and subscales of 
the variables of work personality, social support, engagement, and academic success are 
presented in Tables 3, 4, and 5. It should be noted, all three operational definitions of academic 
success (i.e., 1. composite score of effort and GPA, 2. effort alone, and 3. GPA alone) were 
utilized for all of the research questions for the study. Due to the multiple correlations being 
examined, alpha levels of both 0.05 and 0.01 were reported to reduce the Type I errors associated 
with the analyses.  
The following are the mean scores and standard deviations for each of the variables. The 
subscale work task of the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS-WT) had a 
mean of 28.5 (SD=5.53). The subscale of role models of the Revised Developmental Work 
Personality Scale (DWPS-RM) had a mean of 11.59 (SD=3.35). The subscale of social skills of 
the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS-SS) had a mean of 17.77 
(SD=3.23). While the mean for the total score of the Revised Developmental Work Personality 
Scale (DWPS-TOTAL) was 57.86 (SD=9.14). The subscale of vigor of the Ultrecht Work 
Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-V) had a mean of 15.45 (SD=4.89).  The subscale of 
dedication of the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-D) had a mean of 
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19.05 (SD=5.56). The subscale of absorption of the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student 
Version (UWES-AB) had a mean of 10.88 (SD=4.93). While the total score of the Ultrecht Work 
Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-TOTAL) had a mean of 45.36 (SD=12.92). The 
subscale significant others of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-
SO) had a mean of 23.43 (SD=5.34). The subscale of family of the Multidimensional Scale of 
Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-FAM) had a mean of 24.04 (SD=4.78). The subscale of 
friends of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-FRI) had a mean of 
23.89 (SD=4.56). While the mean for the total score of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
Social Support (MSPSS-TOTAL) had a mean score of 71.37 (SD=12.76).  The composite score 
of self-reported effort and college grade point average was the determinant of the first 
operational definition of academic success (ACADSUCC), which had a mean of 10.89 
(SD=1.72). The second operational definition of academic success was effort, which had a mean 
of 7.58(SD=1.58). The third operational definition of academic success was GPA, which had a 
mean of 3.31(SD=.39). Below are the findings from the Pearson r correlation coefficient, which 
was used to assess how the relationship between the variables. 
Academic Success (Composite Score of Effort & GPA) as Dependent Variable 
All of the variables showed an r-value above 0 with the dependent variable as a 
composite score of effort and GPA for academic success (Table 3.). Although the friend’s 
subscale of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Support (MSPSS-FRI) was the only 
variable that was not significant with academic success (r =0.04) at either an alpha level of 0.05 
or 0.01 and had the weakest relationship overall. The strongest correlations were among the 
variables of the UWES-TOTAL (r=0.36), UWES-D (r=0.36) and the DWPS-TOTAL (r=0.30), 
which all three were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The second strongest correlations were 
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among the variables of UWES-AB (r=0.27), DWPS-WT (r=0.27), UWES-V (r=0.26), and 
DWPS-SS (r=0.21), which all four variables were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The third 
strongest correlations were among the variables DWPS-RM (r=0.16), MSPSS-FAM (r=0.16), 
and MSPSS-TOTAL (r=0.12), which all three variables were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. 
The weakest significant correlation at the 0.01 alpha level was the subscale MSPSS-SO (r=0.11). 
Academic Success (Effort) as Dependent Variable 
All of the variables showed an r-value above 0 with the dependent variable of effort as 
the second operational definition of academic success (Table 4.). Although the friend’s subscale 
of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Support (MSPSS-FRI) was the only variable that 
was not significant with effort (r =0.04) at either an alpha level of 0.05 or 0.01 and had the 
weakest relationship overall. The strongest correlations were among the variables of the UWES-
TOTAL (r=0.38), UWES-D (r=0.38), UWES-A (r=0.29), and the DWPS-TOTAL (r=0.29), 
which all four were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The second strongest correlations were 
among the variables of DWPS-WT (r=0.28), UWES-V (r=.27), DWPS-SS (r=0.19), and 
MSPSS-FAM (r=0.16), which all four variables were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The 
third strongest correlations were among the variables DWPS-RM (r=0.14) and MSPSS-TOTAL 
(r=0.11), which both variables were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The weakest significant 
correlation at the 0.01 alpha level was the subscale MSPSS-SO (r=0.10). 
Academic Success (GPA) as Dependent Variable 
All of the variables showed an r-value above 0 with the dependent variable of GPA as the 
third operational definition of academic success (Table 5.). Although the seven subscales that 
were not significant with GPA at either an alpha level of 0.05 or 0.01 and had the weakest 
relationship overall were the DWPS-WT (r=0.08), MSPSS-SO (r=0.07), UWES-V (r=0.07), 
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UWES-D (r=0.06), UWES-TOTAL (r=0.06), MSPSS-FRI (r=0.04), and the UWES-AB 
(r=0.02). The strongest correlations were among the variables of the DWPS-SS (r=0.18), 
DWPS-TOTAL (r=0.16), DWPS-RM (r=0.13), and the MSPSS-FAM (r=0.12), which all four 
were significant at the 0.01 alpha level. The second strongest correlation was among the variable 
of DWPS-TOTAL (r=0.09), which was significant at the 0.05 alpha levels.  
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Table 3. Means Standard Deviations, Number of Participants, and Intercorrelations of the Study Variables
M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. DWPS-WT 28.5 5.53 595 - .36** .40** .26** .24** .24** .19** .32** .16** .27** .29** .88** .27**
2. DWPS-RM 11.59 3.35 595 - .17** .37** .49** .33** .20** .18** .08* .18** .47** .64** .16**
3.DWPS-SS 17.77 3.23 595 - .16** .14** .18** .10** .16** 0.06 .13** .18** .66** .21**
4. MSPSS-S0 23.43 5.34 595 - .54** .64** .16** .22** .08* .19** .87** .35** .11**
5. MSPSS-FAM 24.04 4.78 595 - .60** .13** .20** 0.02 .14** .83** .37** .16**
6. MSPSS-FRI 23.89 4.56 595 - .08** .19** 0.06 .13** .86** .33** 0.04
7. UWES-V 15.45 4.89 595 - .51** .64** .84** .15** .23* .26**
8. UWES-D 19.05 5.56 595 - .54** .83** .24** .32** .36**
9. UWES-AB 10.88 4.93 595 - .86** 0.06 .15** .27**
10. UWES-TOTAL 45.36 12.92 595 - .18** .27** .36**
11. MSPSS-TOTAL 71.37 12.56 595 - .41** .12**
12. DWPS-TOTAL 57.86 9.14 595 - .30**
13. ACADSUCC 10.89 1.72 595 -
Note: DWPS-WT=Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale-Work Task. DWPS-RM=Role Models. DWPS-SS=Social Skills. MSPSS-SO=
Multidimensional.Scalle of Perceived Social Support-Significant Other. MSPSS-FAM=Family. MSPSS-FRI=Friends. UWES-V=Ultrecht Work Engagement
Scale-Vigor. UWES-D=Dedication. UWES-AB=Absorption. 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05.  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01    
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Table 4. Means Standard Deviations, Number of Participants, and Intercorrelations of the Study Variables
M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. DWPS-WT 28.5 5.53 595 & .36** .40** .26** .24** .24** .19** .32** .16** .27** .29** .88** .28**
2. DWPS-RM 11.51 3.35 595 & .17** .37** .49** .33* .21** .18** 0.08 .18** .47** .65** .14**
3.DWPS-SS 17.77 3.23 595 & .16** .14** .18** .10* .16** 0.06 .13** .19** .66** .19**
4. MSPSS-S0 23.47 5.34 595 & .55** .64** .16** .23** .08* .19** .87** .35** .10*
5. MSPSS-FAM 24.04 4.78 595 & .60** .13** .20** 0.02 .14** .83** .37** .15**
6. MSPSS-FRI 23.89 4.57 595 & .08* .19** 0.06 .13** .86** .33** 0.04
7. UWES-V 15.45 4.88 595 & .51** .64** .84** .15** .23** .27**
8. UWES-D 19.05 5.56 595 & .53** .83** .24** .32** .38**
9. UWES-AB 10.88 4.93 595 & .86** 0.06 .15** .29**
10. UWES-TOTAL 45.37 12.92 595 & .18** .27** .38**
11. MSPSS-TOTAL 71.37 12.56 595 & .41** .11**
12. DWPS-TOTAL 57.86 9.14 595 & .29**
13. EFFORT 7.58 1.58 595 &
Note: DWPS-WT=Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale-Work Task. DWPS-RM=Role Models. DWPS-SS=Social Skills. MSPSS-SO=
Multidimensional.Scalle of Perceived Social Support-Significant Other. MSPSS-FAM=Family. MSPSS-FRI=Friends. UWES-V=Ultrecht Work Engagement
Scale-Vigor. UWES-D=Dedication. UWES-AB=Absorption. 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05.  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01    
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Table 5. Means Standard Deviations, Number of Participants, and Intercorrelations of the Study Variables
M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. DWPS-WT 28.5 5.53 595 & .36** .40** .26** .24** .24** .19** .32** .16** .27** .29** .88** 0.08
2. DWPS-RM 11.51 3.35 595 & .17** .37** .49** .33** .21** .18** 0.08 .18** .47** .64** .13**
3.DWPS-SS 17.77 3.23 595 & .16** .14** .18** .10* .16** 0.06 .13** .19** .66** .18**
4. MSPSS-S0 23.47 5.34 595 & .55** .64** .16** .22** .08* .19** .87** .35** 0.07
5. MSPSS-FAM 24.04 4.78 595 & .60** .13** .20** 0.02 .14** .83** .37** .12**
6. MSPSS-FRI 23.89 4.57 595 & .08* .18** 0.06 .13** .86** .33** 0.04
7. UWES-V 15.45 4.88 595 & .51** .64** .84** .15** .23** 0.07
8. UWES-D 19.05 5.56 595 & .54** .83** .24** .32** 0.06
9. UWES-AB 10.88 4.93 595 & .86** 0.06 .15** 0.02
10. UWES-TOTAL 45.37 12.92 595 & .18** .28** 0.06
11. MSPSS-TOTAL 71.37 12.56 595 & .41** .09*
12. DWPS-TOTAL 57.86 9.14 595 & .16**
13. GPA 3.31 0.39 595 &
Note: DWPS-WT=Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale-Work Task. DWPS-RM=Role Models. DWPS-SS=Social Skills. MSPSS-SO=
Multidimensional.Scalle of Perceived Social Support-Significant Other. MSPSS-FAM=Family. MSPSS-FRI=Friends. UWES-V=Ultrecht Work Engagement
Scale-Vigor. UWES-D=Dedication. UWES-AB=Absorption. 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05.  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01    
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Research Question 2 
 
 
Incremental Effect of Work Personality, Academic Engagement, and Social Support on the 
Operational Definitions of Academic Success 
 
For the second research question of the study, several preliminary analyses were analyzed 
to investigate the effect of demographic characteristics on all three of the operational definitions 
of student academic success (i.e., 1. composite score of effort & GPA, 2. effort alone, and 3. 
GPA alone). Next Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted to determine which 
demographic variables to enter into the subsequent analysis. After this was done, a hierarchical 
multiple linear regression was computed for each operational definitions of academic success to 
investigate the impact of work personality, engagement, and social support on students’ 
academic success, after controlling for the effect of the demographic variables. 
 For the preliminary analysis, independent t test were conducted to investigate the effect 
of gender (male vs. female) and race (white vs. non-white) on college students’ academic success 
(i.e., for all three operational definitions). For the first operational definition of academic success 
(composite score of self-reported effort and GPA) women were found to have significantly 
higher mean scores for academic success compared with men, t(593)= −5.05, p<0.01. While 
whites were found to have significantly higher mean scores for academic success compared with 
non-whites t(593)= −2.29, p<.02. For the second operational definition of academic success 
(self-reported effort alone) women were found to have significantly higher mean scores for effort 
compared to men, t(593)= −4.57, p<.01. No significant differences were found related to 
ethnicity t(593)=-1.06, p=2.88, although non-whites scored higher than whites. For the third 
operational definition of academic success (GPA alone) women were found to have significantly 
higher mean scores for GPA compared with men, t(593)= −3.63, p<.01. While whites were 
! 60!
found to have significantly higher mean scores for GPA compared to non-whites t(593)= −5.88, 
p<.01. 
 Following the independent t-test, Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted 
for each of the operational definitions to determine which demographic variables to enter into the 
subsequent analysis. Results of the Pearson R correlation coefficients for the first operational 
definition of academic success (composite score of effort & GPA) showed that age (r=.15, 
p<.01) and gender (r=.20, p<.01) were both significant and had the highest correlations among 
the demographic variables. For the second operational definition of academic success (effort 
alone), age (r=.25, p<.01), and gender (r=.18, p<.01), were all significant and had the highest 
correlations among the demographic variables. For the third operational definition of academic 
success (GPA alone), age (r=.25, p<.01), and gender (r=.19, p<.001) were all significant and had 
the highest correlations among the demographic variables.  
Hierarchical multiple linear regressions were used to determine what were the best model 
of variables for predicting academic success among college students with gender and age used as 
control variables. For the first hierarchical multiple linear regression (Table 6.) using a 
composite score of self-reported effort and GPA as the operational definition of academic 
success, the demographic variables of age and gender were entered in that order separately in 
step 1 (!R2 =.01, p=.60). For step 2, the subscales of work task (DWPS-WT), role model 
(DWPS_RM), and social skills (DWPS-SS) of the Revised Developmental Work Personality 
Scale were added to the previous step and had a !R2 =.04, p=.00. For step 3, the subscales of 
vigor (UWES-V), dedication (UWES-D) and absorption (UWES-A) of the Ultrecht Work 
Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-S) were added to the previous steps and had a !R2
=.09, p=.00. For step 4, the subscales of significant others (MSPSS-SO), family (MSPSS-FAM) 
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and friends (MSPSS-FRI), of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) 
were added to the previous steps and had a !R2 =.12, p=.01. Step 4 had the highest !R2  value (!R2
=.12, p=.01), which explained the highest proportion of variance in academic success explained 
by the variance in the independent variables together. When the subscales of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale, the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Version, 
and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support were added to the demographic 
variables, this step explained 12% of the variance in effort (academic success). Step 4, also had 4 
Beta scores that showed the greatest rate of change in academic success brought about by each of 
the independent variables. They are as followed: 1. DWPS-SS (β =.11, p≤.05), 2. UWES-D (β
=.14, p≤.05), 3. MSPSS-FAM (β =.17, p≤.05), 4. MSPSS-FRI (β = -.16, p≤.05).  While the most 
significant change in R was between steps 2 and 3, !ΔR2 =.05, p≤ .01. 
For the second hierarchical multiple linear regression (Table 7.) with effort alone as the 
operational definition of academic success, the same demographic variables of age and gender 
were entered in that order in step 1 ( =.01, p=.51). For step 2, the subscales of work task 
(DWPS-WT), role model (DWPS-RM), and social skills (DWPS-SS) of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale were added to the previous step and had a =.06, 
p=.00. For step 3, the subscales of vigor (UWES-V), dedication (UWES-D) and absorption 
(UWES-A) of the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-S) were added to 
the previous steps and had a =.18, p=.00. For step 4, the subscales of significant others 
(MSPSS-SO), family (MSPSS-FAM) and friends (MSPSS-FRI), of the Multidimensional Scale 
of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) were added to the previous steps and had a =.19, 
p=.01. Step 4 had the highest  value ( =.19,p=.01), which explained the highest proportion 
of variance in academic success explained by the variance in the independent variables together.   
!R2
!R2
!R2
!R2!R2 !R2
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In other words, when the subscales of the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale, the 
Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Version, and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
Social Support were added to the demographic variables, this step explained 19% of the variance 
in effort (academic success). Step 4, also had 7 Beta scores that showed the greatest rate of 
change in academic success brought about by each of the independent variables. They are as 
followed: 1. Gender ( = -.11, p≤.05), 2. DWPS=WT ( =.14, p≤.05), 3. DWPS-SS ( =.07, 
p≤.10), 4. UWES-D ( =.23, p≤.01), 5. UWES-A ( =.14, p≤.05), 6. MSPSS-FAM ( =.15, 
p≤.05), and 7. MSPSS-FRI ( = -.16, p≤.05).  While the most significant change in R was 
between steps 2 and 3, !ΔR2 =.12, p≤ .01. 
For the third hierarchical multiple linear regression (Table 8.) using GPA alone as the 
operational definition of academic success, the demographic variables of age and gender were 
entered again in that order in step 1 ( =.00, p=.91). For step 2, the subscales of work task 
(DWPS-WT), role model (DWPS_RM), and social skills (DWPS-SS) of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale were added to the previous step and had a =.02, 
p=.03. For step 3, the subscales of vigor (UWES-V), dedication (UWES-D) and absorption 
(UWES-A) of the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES-S) were added to 
the previous steps and had a  =.02, p=.54. For step 4, the subscales of significant others 
(MSPSS-SO), family (MSPSS-FAM) and friends (MSPSS-FRI), of the Multidimensional Scale 
of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) were added to the previous steps and had a =.03, 
p=.16. Step 2 had the highest significant  value ( =.02,p=.03), which explained the highest 
proportion of variance in academic success explained by the variance in the independent 
variables together. In other words, when the subscales of the Revised Developmental Work 
Personality Scale were added to the demographic variables, this step explained 2% of the 
β β β
β β β
β
!R2
!R2
!R2
!R2!R2 !R2
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variance in Grade Point Average (academic success). Step 2, also had 2 Beta scores that showed 
the greatest rate of change in academic success brought about by each of the independent 
variables. They are as followed: 1. DWPS-RM ( =.09, p≤.05), and 2. DWPS=SS ( =.10, 
p≤.05). While the most significant change in R was between steps 1 and 2, !ΔR2 =.02, p≤ .01. 
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Table&6.&Hierarchical&Regression&Analyses&Predicting&Academic&Success&(GPA+Effort)
Academic(Success((GPA(+(Effort)
Step(and(Variable (( (((((((∆ β
Step(1 .01 .01
Age A.04
Gender A.01
Step 2< .04* .04*
Age A.02
Gender A.09
DWPSAWT .13**
DWPSARM .07
DWPSASS .10**
Step(3> .09* .05*
Age .02
Gender A.11
DWPSAWT .07
DWPSARM .05
DWPSASS .10**
UWESAV .08
UWESAD .15**
UWESAA .05
Step(4 Age .12* .02* A.01
Gender A.09
DWPSAWT .08
DWPSARM .02
DWPSASS .11**
UWESAV .07
UWESAD .14**
UWESAA .07
MSPSSASO A.01
MSPSSAFAM .17**
MSPSSAFRI A.16**
Note.(N(=(595.(DWPSARM(=(Revised(Developmental(Work(Personality(ScaleARole(Models.(DWPSASS(=Social(Skills
DWPSAWT(=(Work(Task.(UWESAA(=(Ultrecht(Work(Engagement(ScaleAAbsorption.(UWESAD(=(Dedication.
UWESAV=Vigor.(MSPSSAFRI(=(Multidimensional(Perceived(Social(SupportAFriends.(MSPSSASO=(Significant(Other.
MSPSSAFAM(=(Family.
***p≤.10.(**p≤.05.(*p≤.01 <(>(=(R(had(the(most(significant(change(between(steps(2(&(3
R2 R2
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Table&7.&Hierarchical&Regression&Analyses&Predicting&Academic&Success&(Effort)
!!!!!!!!!Academic!Success!(!Effort)
Step!and!Variable !! !!!!!!!∆ β
Step!1 .01 .01
Age >.05
Gender >.01
Step 2< .06* .06*
Age >.03
Gender .10**
DWPS>WT .22**
DWPS>RM .03
DWPS>SS .06
.17* .12*
Step!3> Age >.02
Gender >.13**
DWPS>WT .13**
DWPS>RM .01
DWPS>SS .07
UWES>V .05
UWES>D .24*
UWES>A .12*
Age .19* .02* >.02
Step!4 Gender >.11**
DWPS>WT .14**
DWPS>RM >.01
DWPS>SS .07***
UWES>V .04
UWES>D .23*
UWES>A .14**
MSPSS>SO >.01
MSPSS>FAM .15**
MSPSS>FRI >.16**
Note.!N!=!595.!DWPS>RM!=!Revised!Developmental!Work!Personality!Scale>Role!Models.!DWPS>SS!=Social!Skills
DWPS>WT!=!Work!Task.!UWES>A!=!Ultrecht!Work!Engagement!Scale>Absorption.!UWES>D!=!Dedication.
UWES>V=Vigor.!MSPSS>FRI!=!Multidimensional!Perceived!Social!Support>Friends.!MSPSS>SO=!Significant!Other.
MSPSS>FAM!=!Family.
***p≤.10.!**p≤.05.!*p≤.01 <!>!=!R!had!the!most!significant!change!between!steps!2!&!3
R2 R2
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Table&8.&Hierarchical&Regression&Analyses&Predicting&Academic&Success&(GPA)
!!!!!!!!!!Academic!Success!(GPA)
Step!and!Variable !! !!!!!!!∆ β
Step!1< .00 .00
Age >.02
Gender >.00
Step 2> .02* .02*
Age >.01
Gender >.04
DWPS>WT >.02
DWPS>RM .09**
DWPS>SS .10**
Step!3 .02 .00
Age >.01
Gender >.04
DWPS>WT >.02
DWPS>RM .08***
DWPS>SS .09***
UWES>V .08
UWES>D >.01
UWES>A >.05
Step!4 Age .03 .01 >.00
Gender >.03
DWPS>WT >.02
DWPS>RM .04
DWPS>SS .09***
UWES>V .08
UWES>D >.02
UWES>A >.04
MSPSS>SO >.00
MSPSS>FAM .12**
MSPSS>FRI >.09
Note.!N!=!595.!DWPS>RM!=!Revised!Developmental!Work!Personality!Scale>Role!Models.!DWPS>SS!=Social!Skills
DWPS>WT!=!Work!Task.!UWES>A!=!Ultrecht!Work!Engagement!Scale>Absorption.!UWES>D!=!Dedication.
UWES>V=Vigor.!MSPSS>FRI!=!Multidimensional!Perceived!Social!Support>Friends.!MSPSS>SO=!Significant!Other.
MSPSS>FAM!=!Family.
***p≤.10.!**p≤.05.!*p≤.01 <!>!=!R!had!the!most!significant!change!between!steps!1!&!2
R2 R2
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Research Question 3 
 
 
Gender as a Moderator of the Relationship Between Work Personality, Academic 
Engagement, Social Support and the Operational Definitions of Academic Success 
 
To determine if gender moderates the relationship between work personality, academic 
engagement, social support, and academic success among college students, individual 
Hierarchical Multiple Regressions were conducted. Previous research (Strauser, O’Sullivan and 
Wong, 2012; Saunders, Davis Williams and Williams, 2004; Grimes, 1995;) revealed that male 
and female students vary in the amount of cognitive effort and self-regulation related to their 
academic performance. For Research Question 3, male and female students were separated and 
the regression analysis were ran to investigate how gender moderated work personality, 
academic engagement, and social support to predict academic success.  
Model 1: Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Academic Success (composite score 
of effort & GPA) of Male and Female Students 
 
 For the first operational definition of academic success (composite score of effort and 
GPA) two hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to investigate how the 
subscales of the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS-WT, RM, SS), the 
Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-V,D,A), and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
Social Support (MSPSS-SO,FAM,FRI) contributed to predicting academic success in male and 
female students separately (see Table 9). All values of variance inflation factors (VIFs) of the 
predictor variables in all the models were less than 7.0, indicating that multicollinearity among 
the predictors in each model did not unduly affect the regression estimates (Senter, 2008). 
 For the male students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did not significantly predict academic success, F(3, 209)=1.34,p=.26. The 
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non-significant !R2 =.02 and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.02, while the non-significant beta values 
for the subscales of WT was .08, RM was .05, and SS was .07. In step 2 of the model when the 
subscales of the UWES were added, the overall model was significant, F(3, 206)=7.23, p=.00. 
The significant !R2 value was .11, indicating that 11% of the variance in the male students’ 
academic success could be explained by work personality and engagement. When the UWES 
was added to step 2 of the model, there was also a significant !ΔR2 =.09, meaning that there was a 
significant increase of 9% for males’ academic success from step 1 to step 2. Again, all the beta 
scores were non-significant though (see table 9). In step 3, when the subscales of MSPSS were 
entered into the model, the overall model was non-significant F(3, 203)=1.23, p=.30. The non-
significant !R2  value was .13 and the non-significant change in !R2 was .02. Meaning that there 
was a 2% increase from step 2 to 3, although it was a non-significant change. Again, all beta 
scores for the subscales of the DWPS, the UWES, and the MSPSS were non-significant (see 
table 9). 
 For the female students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did significantly predict academic success, F(3, 369)=9.63,p=.00. The 
significant !R2 =.07 and the significant !ΔR2 =.07, meaning that 7% of the variance in females’ 
academic success was accounted for by their work personality.  While the significant beta values 
for the subscales of WT was (β=.16,p≤.05) and SS was (β=.13,p≤.05), meaning that the work 
task and social skills subscales of the DWPS accounted for 16% and 13% of the variance in 
academic success, respectively. In step 2 of the model when the subscales of the UWES were 
added, the overall model was also significant, F(3, 366)=4.11, p=.01. The significant !R2 value 
was .10, indicating that 10% of the variance in the female students’ academic success could be 
explained by work personality and engagement. When the UWES was added to step 2 of the 
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model, there was also a significant !ΔR2 =.03, meaning that there was a significant increase of 3% 
for females’ academic success from step 1 to step 2. The following beta scores from the 
subscales of the DWPS and the UWES were significant: DWPS-WT was (β=.11,p≤.05), DWPS-
SS was (β=.13,p≤.05), and the UWES-D was (β=.14,p≤.05).  Meaning the change in female 
academic success in step 2 of the model was illustrated by work task (11%), social skills (13%) 
and dedication (14%). In step 3, when the subscales of MSPSS were entered into the model, the 
overall model was significant F(3, 363)=4.03, p=.01. The significant !R2  value was .13, 
indicating that 13% of the variance in female students’ academic success could be explained by 
work personality, academic engagement, and social support. The significant change in !R2 was 
.03. Meaning that there was a 3% significant increase from step 2 to 3. The following beta scores 
from the subscales of the DWPS, the UWES, and the MSPSS were significant: DWPS-WT was 
(β=.12,p≤.05), DWPS-SS was (β=.14,p≤.05), the UWES-D was (β=.12,p≤.10),  the MSPSS-
FAM (β=.23,p≤.01), and the MSPSS-FRI was (β= -.15,p≤.05). Meaning the change in female 
academic success in step 3 of the model was illustrated by work task (12%), social skills (14%), 
dedication (12%), family support (23%), and support from friends (-15%). 
 
Model 2: Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Academic Success (effort) of Male 
and Female Students 
 
 For the second operational definition of academic success (effort), two hierarchical 
multiple regression analyses were conducted to investigate how the subscales of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS-WT, RM, SS), the Ultrecht Work Engagement 
Scale (UWES-V,D,A), and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-
SO,FAM,FRI) contributed to predicting academic success in male and female students separately 
(see Table 10). Again, all the VIFs of the predictor variables in all the models were less than 7.0, 
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indicating that multicollinearity among the predictors in each model did not unduly affect the 
regression estimates (Senter, 2008). 
 For the male students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did not significantly predict academic success, F(3, 209)=2.10,p=.11. The 
non-significant !R2 =.03 and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.03. Although step 1 was non-significant 
overall, it did have a significant beta score for the work task subscale of the DWPS 
(β=.14,p≤.10), meaning 14% of the variance in males’ academic success was accounted for by 
the work task subscale of the DWPS. In step 2 of the model when the subscales of the UWES 
were added, the overall model was significant, F(3, 206)=13.92, p=.00. The significant !R2 value 
was .19, indicating that 19% of the variance in the male students’ academic success could be 
explained by work personality and engagement. When the UWES was added to step 2 of the 
model, there was also a significant !ΔR2 =.16, p≤.10, meaning that there was a significant 
increase of 16% for males’ academic success from step 1 to step 2. The following beta scores 
from the UWES were significant: the UWES-D was (β=.22,p≤.05) and the UWES-A was 
(β=.20,p≤.05). Meaning the change in males’ academic success in step 2 of the model was 
accounted for by dedication (22%) and absorption (20%). In step 3, when the subscales of 
MSPSS were entered into the model, the overall model was non-significant F(3, 203)=1.07, 
p=.39. The non-significant !R2  value was .20 and the non-significant change in !R2 was .01. 
Meaning that there was only a 1% increase from step 2 to 3 when the MSPSS subscales were 
added. Although it was a non-significant change, the following subscales of the UWES and 
MSPSS had significant beta scores: the UWES-D was (β=.23,p≤.05) , the UWES-A was 
(β=.21,p≤.05) and the MSPSS-FRI was (β= -.14,p≤.10) . Meaning the change in males’ 
! 71!
academic success in step 3 of the model was accounted for by the subscales of dedication (23%), 
absorption (21%), and support from friends (-14%) (see table 10). 
 For the female students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did significantly predict academic success, F(3, 369)=13.14,p=.00. The 
significant !R2 =.10, p≤.01 and the significant !ΔR2 =.10, p≤.01 meaning that 10% of the variance 
in females’ academic success was accounted for by their work personality.  While the significant 
beta values for the subscales of WT was (β=.26,p≤ .01) and SS was (β=.09,p≤ .10), meaning that 
the work task and social skills subscales of the DWPS accounted for 26% and 9% of the variance 
in academic success, respectively. In step 2 of the model when the subscales of the UWES were 
added, the overall model was also significant, F(3, 366)=13.00, p=.00. The significant !R2 value 
was .18 at the .01 alpha level, indicating that 18% of the variance in the female students’ 
academic success could be explained by work personality and engagement. When the UWES 
was added to step 2 of the model, there was also a significant !ΔR2 =.09, p≤.01 meaning that there 
was a significant increase of 9% for females’ academic success from step 1 to step 2. The 
following beta scores from the subscales of the DWPS and the UWES were significant: DWPS-
WT was (β=.18,p≤.01), DWPS-SS was (β=.10,p≤.10), and the UWES-D was (β=.23,p≤.01).  
Meaning the change in female academic success in step 2 of the model was illustrated by work 
task (18%), social skills (10%) and dedication (23%). In step 3, when the subscales of MSPSS 
were entered into the model, the overall model was significant F(3, 363)=4.63, p=.01. The 
significant !R2  value was .21, p≤ .05 indicating that 21% of the variance in female students’ 
academic success could be explained by work personality, academic engagement, and social 
support. The significant change in !R2 was .03, p≤05. Meaning that there was a 3% significant 
increase from step 2 to 3. The following beta scores from the subscales of the DWPS, the 
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UWES, and the MSPSS were significant: DWPS-WT was (β=.20,p≤.01), DWPS-SS was 
(β=.11,p≤.05), the UWES-D was (β=.22,p≤.05), the UWES-A was (β=.12,p≤.10),   the MSPSS-
FAM (β=.21,p≤.01), and the MSPSS-FRI was (β= -.17,p≤.05). Meaning the change in females’ 
academic success in step 3 of the model was accounted for by females’ work task (20%), social 
skills (11%), dedication (22%), absorption (12%), family support (21%), and support from 
friends (-17%). 
 
Model 3: Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Academic Success (GPA) of Male 
and Female Students 
 
For the third operational definition of academic success (GPA), two hierarchical multiple 
regression analyses were conducted to investigate how the subscales of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS-WT, RM, SS), the Ultrecht Work Engagement 
Scale (UWES-V,D,A), and the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-
SO,FAM,FRI) contributed to predicting academic success in male and female students separately 
(see Table 11). Again, all the VIFs of the predictor variables in all the models were less than 7.0, 
indicating that multicollinearity among the predictors in each model did not unduly affect the 
regression estimates (Senter, 2008). 
 For the male students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did not significantly predict academic success, F(3, 209)=.45,p=.72. The 
non-significant !R2 =.01 and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.01, while the non-significant beta values 
for the subscales of WT was -.03, RM was .05, and SS was .07. In step 2 of the model when the 
subscales of the UWES were added, the overall model was still non-significant, F(3, 206)=1.19, 
p=.32. The non-significant !R2 value was .02, and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.02, while all beta 
values for both the DWPS and UWES subscales were also non-significant. In step 3, when the 
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subscales of MSPSS were entered into the model, the overall model was non-significant F(3, 
203)=.58, p=.63. The non-significant !R2  value was .03 and the non-significant change in !R2 was 
.01. Meaning that there was only a 1% increase from step 2 to 3, although it was a non-
significant change. Again, all beta scores for the subscales of the DWPS, the UWES, and the 
MSPSS were non-significant (see table 11). 
 For the female students, when the subscales for the DWPS was entered alone in the first 
step of the model, it did significantly predict academic success, F(3, 369)=3.15,p=.03. The 
significant !R2 =.03,p≤.05 and the significant !ΔR2 =.03, p≤.05, meaning that 3% of the variance 
in females’ academic success was accounted for by their work personality.  While the significant 
beta values for the subscales of RM was (β=.10,p≤.10) and SS was (β=.11,p≤.05), meaning that 
the role model and social skills subscales of the DWPS accounted for 10% and 11% of the 
variance in academic success, respectively. In step 2 of the model when the subscales of the 
UWES were added, the overall model was non-significant, F(3, 366)=.15, p=.93. The non-
significant !R2 value was .03 and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.00, meaning that there was a not an 
increase for females’ academic success from step 1 to step 2. Although, step 2 was non-
significant overall, the following beta scores from the subscales of the DWPS were significant: 
DWPS-RM was (β=.10,p≤.10), and DWPS-SS was (β=.11,p≤.05).  Meaning the change in 
females’ academic success, in step 2 of the model, was illustrated by the subscales of role model 
(10%), and social skill (11%). In step 3, when the subscales of MSPSS were entered into the 
model, the overall model was still non-significant F(3, 363)=1.33, p=.27. The non-significant !R2  value was .04 and the non-significant !ΔR2 =.01, meaning there was only a 1% increase when 
the MSPSS subscales were added to step 3. Although step 3 was non-significant, the following 
beta scores from the subscales of the DWPS and the MSPSS were significant: DWPS-SS was 
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(β=.11,p≤.05) and MSPSS-FAM was (β=.15,p≤.05). Meaning the change in females’ academic 
success, in step 3 of the model, was illustrated by the subscales of social skill (11%) and support 
from family (15%).  
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Table&9.&&Regression&Analyses&for&Variables&Predicting&Academic&Success&(Effort+GPA)&&
of&Male&and&Female&Students
Academic(Success((GPA+Effort)
Men((N=216) Women((N=379)
Step(and(Variable (( (((((((∆ β (( (((((((∆ β
Step(1 .02 .02 .07* .07*
DWPSKWT .08 .16**
DWPSKRM .05 .08
DWPSKSS .07 .13**
Step 2 .11* .09* .10** .03**
DWPSKWT .02 .11**
DWPSKRM .01 .07
DWPSKSS .07 .13**
UWESKV .15 .03
UWESKD .14 .14**
UWESKA .09 .04
Step(3 .13 .02 .13** .03**
DWPSKWT .03 .12**
DWPSKRM K.01 .01
DWPSKSS .07 .14**
UWESKV .13 .02
UWESKD .15 .12***
UWESKA .10 .07
MSPSSKSO .05 K.06
MSPSSKFAM .09 .23*
MSPSSKFRI K.16 K.15**
Note.(N(=(595.(DWPSKRM(=(Revised(Developmental(Work(Personality(ScaleKRole(Models.(DWPSKSS(=Social(Skills
DWPSKWT(=(Work(Task.(UWESKA(=(Ultrecht(Work(Engagement(ScaleKAbsorption.(UWESKD(=(Dedication.
UWESKV=Vigor.(MSPSSKFRI(=(Multidimensional(Perceived(Social(SupportKFriends.(MSPSSKSO=(Significant(Other.
MSPSSKFAM(=(Family.
***p≤.10.(**p≤.05.(*p≤.01
R2 R2 R2 R2
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Table&10.&&Regression&Analyses&for&Variables&Predicting&Academic&Success&(Effort)&of&&
Male&and&Female&Students
!!!!Academic!Success!(Effort)
Men!(N=216) Women!(N=379)
Step!and!Variable !! !!!!!!!∆ β !! !!!!!!!∆ β
Step!1 .03 .03 .10* .10*
DWPSIWT .14*** .26*
DWPSIRM .02 .03
DWPSISS .04 .09***
Step 2 .19* .16* .18* .09*
DWPSIWT .06 .18*
DWPSIRM I.01 .02
DWPSISS .04 .10***
UWESIV .07 .02
UWESID .22** .23*
UWESIA .20** .10
Step!3 .20 .01 .21** .03**
DWPSIWT .06 .20*
DWPSIRM I.02 I.03
DWPSISS .05 .11**
UWESIV .05 .01
UWESID .23** .22**
UWESIA .21** .12***
MSPSSISO .05 I.07
MSPSSIFAM .07 .21*
MSPSSIFRI I.14*** I.17**
Note.!N!=!595.!DWPSIRM!=!Revised!Developmental!Work!Personality!ScaleIRole!Models.!DWPSISS!=Social!Skills
DWPSIWT!=!Work!Task.!UWESIA!=!Ultrecht!Work!Engagement!ScaleIAbsorption.!UWESID!=!Dedication.
UWESIV=Vigor.!MSPSSIFRI!=!Multidimensional!Perceived!Social!SupportIFriends.!MSPSSISO=!Significant!Other.
MSPSSIFAM!=!Family.
***p≤.10.!**p≤.05.!*p≤.01
R2 R2 R2 R2
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Table&11.&&Regression&Analyses&for&Variables&Predicting&Academic&Success&(GPA)&&&
of&Male&and&Female&Students
!!!!Academic!Success!(Effort)i ! ! GPA)
Men!(N=216) Women!(N=379)
Step!and!Variable !! !!!!!!!∆ β !! !!!!!!!∆ β
Step!1 .01 .01 .03** .03**
DWPSJWT J.03 J.02
DWPSJRM .05 .10***
DWPSJSS .07 .11**
Step 2 .02 .02 .03 .00
DWPSJWT J.03 J.01
DWPSJRM .03 .10***
DWPSJSS .06 .11**
UWESJV .16 .02
UWESJD .01 J.01
UWESJA J.06 J.04
Step!3 .03 .01 .04 .01
DWPSJWT J.02 J.01
DWPSJRM .02 .05
DWPSJSS .07 .11**
UWESJV .15 .02
UWESJD .01 J.03
UWESJA J.05 J.02
MSPSSJSO .02 J.02
MSPSSJFAM .07 .15**
MSPSSJFRI J.11 J.07
Note.!N!=!595.!DWPSJRM!=!Revised!Developmental!Work!Personality!ScaleJRole!Models.!DWPSJSS!=Social!Skills
DWPSJWT!=!Work!Task.!UWESJA!=!Ultrecht!Work!Engagement!ScaleJAbsorption.!UWESJD!=!Dedication.
UWESJV=Vigor.!MSPSSJFRI!=!Multidimensional!Perceived!Social!SupportJFriends.!MSPSSJSO=!Significant!Other.
MSPSSJFAM!=!Family.
***p≤.10.!**p≤.05.!*p≤.01
R2 R2 R2 R2R2
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CHAPTER 5 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
   
 The problem of predicting who will succeed in the college setting is of critical 
importance during an era of a globally changing economy, spiraling cost associated with post-
secondary education, and high unemployment rates of young adults (Rose, 2013; D’Allesandro, 
2012). Not to mention the similarities of today’s academic and work environments. As societies 
developed overtime from hunter-gather, to agricultural, to city-state, to industrialized, to our 
current global economy, the nature of work has demanded new behaviors from its workers, those 
who adapted continued to advance and gain more power and influence (O’Sullivan, 2009). In 
todays society, due to the development of the work environment over the years, educational 
opportunities available to more people, the increasing need for developing technology and 
methods of sharing ideas, employees are required to think, interact, and in essence, rely on a 
balance of cognitive and psychosocial abilities, rather than physical strength and endurance. It 
would be difficult to argue, that today’s work environment in general, is not aligned with our 
academic paradigm. The overarching purpose of this study was to determine which psychosocial 
factors and the relationship between the factors can predict academic success. It is believed that 
because of the similarities of today’s academic and work environments, that a successful 
academic experience can ease the transition into a successful career.  Which particular factors, 
are of the utmost importance for the transition from academics to career for young adults. As 
both vocational rehabilitation counselors and university administrators can consider these factors 
when designing individual educational and career plans for college students. Especially, for 
specific populations of students like people with disabilities and chronic illnesses, student 
veterans, and specific programs that are tailored for students with race and gender differences. 
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Interrelationships Between Study Variables 
 The primary focus of this study was to determine if there is a significant and positive 
relationship between the three operational definitions of academic success and levels of work 
personality, academic engagement, and social support in a group of undergraduate college 
students. The overall findings of this study suggest that there is a positive relationship between 
work personality, academic engagement, and social support and all three operational definitions 
of academic success. The first operational definition of academic success was a composite score 
of self-reported effort (current performance) and grade point average (past performance) (see 
Table 3 for the correlations). The second operational definition of academic success was self-
reported effort scores alone (see Table 4 for the correlations). The third operational definition of 
academic success was self-reported grade point averages (see Table 5 for the correlations). These 
findings were consistent with the proposed hypotheses and provide additional evidence for the 
constructs of work personality, academic engagement, and social support, contributing to 
positive academic outcomes.  
The strongest correlation in this current study was among effort and the total score of 
Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-S) and the instrument’s subscale of dedication. 
Similar findings were reported in Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2012) pilot study, although 
because of the strong correlations among the subscales of UWES, the researchers only utilized 
the total score of the UWES rather than the subscale scores to characterize academic 
engagement. In this research project, the incremental effect of the subscales on their total scores 
of each instrument was analyzed.  
Another interesting finding in this study, was that social support was positively and 
significantly related with all operational definitions of academic success. This variable was not 
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included in the pilot study by the aforementioned researchers. Although, due to significant 
findings in recent studies of social support on academic outcomes (Glozah and Pevalin, 2014; Di 
Fabio and Kenny, 2012; Woolley et al., 2009; Adelabu, 2007) the variable of social support was 
analyzed for this study and illustrated a positive relationship. All three subscales of the Revised 
Developmental Work Personality Scale (i.e., work task, role models, and social skills) were 
significantly and positively related with the first two operational definitions of academic success 
but the subscale of work tasks was not significantly related with the third (GPA alone). The 
subscale of work task was positively and significantly related to academic effort in the pilot 
study. This result illustrates that the work task subscale score in the current study was reduced in 
the operational definition of the composite score of effort and GPA due to the GPA alone 
definition of academic success. This finding supports that the work task subscale is not 
significantly related to academic success when it is operationalized by the third operational 
definition of academic success (GPA alone) but it is highly significant when compared to 
academic effort. This finding is also similar to the pilot study, which was the first to investigate 
the relationship of the Developmental Work Personality Scale and academic effort among 
college students.   
Another interesting finding from this study and specifically with the intercorrelations of 
the study variables in regards to the total scores of each instrument and their correlations with 
each definition of academic success was the order of strongest to weakest correlations. For the 
first and second definition of academic success, the strongest correlation was among the UWES, 
followed by the DWPS, and the MSPSS having the weakest correlation. In other words there was 
a stronger and more significant relationship between engagement and work personality with 
academic success than the significant relationship between social support and academic success 
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for the first two operational definitions of academic success. Although, when you consider the 
third operational definition of success (GPA alone) the order of the instruments from strongest to 
weakest was the DWPS, followed by the MSPSS, and both were significant, while the UWES 
had the weakest correlation among the three and was not significant. Therefore, when GPA alone 
is considered as the dependent variable work personality and social support are significant but 
engagement is not.   
Preliminary Analysis & Incremental Effect of Study Variables on Academic Success 
 The second main focus of this study was to examine if there was an incremental impact 
among work personality, academic engagement, and social support on all operational definitions 
of academic success (i.e., 1. composite score of effort & GPA, 2. effort alone, and 3. GPA 
alone). As hypothesized the results indicated that there was an overall positive incremental effect 
among the study variables and academic success. These findings will be discussed after the 
discussion about the different findings of the preliminary analysis. 
Before the incremental effects of the study variables were analyzed, preliminary analysis 
of the demographic characteristics (i.e., gender and race) on all three of the operational 
definitions of academic success were conducted. Not surprisingly, when gender (female vs. 
male) was analyzed, the findings illustrated that women scored higher on all three operational 
definitions of academic success than males. That is, women had a composite score of effort and 
GPA and also individually higher effort (current performance) and GPA (past performance) 
scores than did males. These findings are similar to findings in a study by Conger and Long 
(2010) that investigated male disadvantages in grade point average, credits earned, and 
persistence in college. The authors alluded that the gender gap in post-secondary education over 
the years has taken a remarkable turn. The last year males held an enrollment advantage in 
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college was 1978.  Their study showed that males earn lower GPAs and credits of college largely 
because they enter college with lower non-cognitive (psychosocial) skill, captured by lower high 
school grades. Prior research also find that girls are advantaged in non-academic areas, such as 
parental, peer, and teacher expectations as well as non-cognitive skills, such as organization, 
self-discipline, attentiveness, dependability, and seeking help from others (Cogner and Long, 
2010; Reynolds and Burge, 2004; Jacob, 2002). These findings are similar to the overall findings 
in this current research study and Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2012) pilot study. In this 
study, women scored higher than men on grade point averages, self-reported effort and the 
psychosocial scores of the subscales of our study instruments for work personality, academic 
engagement, and social support. In the pilot study, the aforementioned researchers found that 
women had higher levels of work personality, academic engagement and academic effort. The 
previous findings in those studies and this current study lead to the hypothesis that if academic 
outcomes are going to be improved for male college students, academic success programs need 
to be tailored specifically for males and individually focus on improving the non-cognitive 
factors for males.  
Another key finding from the preliminary analysis was when race (white vs. non-white) 
was analyzed with the three operational definitions of academic success. Results indicated that 
whites scored significantly higher on the on academic success in regards to the composite score 
of effort (current performance) and GPA (past performance) and GPA alone but had lower scores 
than non-whites on academic success when effort alone was utilized as a definition of academic 
success. In other words, non-whites were putting in just as much if not more effort in their 
present academic studies but still had lower grade point averages than whites. These findings 
support numerous studies that have indicated there is a racial disparity among whites and non-
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whites in regards to grade point averages, graduation rates, and overall academic success 
(Witkow, 2015; Brunn, 2010; Micceri, 2009). Colleges once reported a single graduation rate for 
all students, a broad average that masked embarrassingly low success rates for blacks and 
Hispanics. During the past decade state and federal policy makers have pushed for colleges to 
report minority graduation rates for the first time. This movement has created recent awareness; 
nearly two-thirds of the nation’s colleges have graduation rates less than 50 percent for blacks 
and Hispanics (Brunn, 2010). A 2008 study by Education Sector, a Washington-based think tank, 
found a black-white graduation gap of 15 points at the University of Illinois, 19 points at the 
University of Michigan, 22 points at the University of Wisconsin and 24 points at the University 
of Colorado. If the U.S. is going to reach President Obama’s American Graduation Initiative for 
the nation to regain the world lead in college completion by 2020, more focus will need to be 
spent on the academic success of non-white minorities. Recently, universities have started to 
implement academic success programs on campuses and future studies should focus on what 
specific factors could help in tailoring academic success programs for individual ethnicities to 
retrench the current racial gaps in the U.S. 
 As mentioned earlier, results from the first hierarchical regression analysis indicated that 
there was an overall positive significant incremental effect among study variables and academic 
success that aligns with the 2nd hypothesis of this research project. Results from the first 
operational definition of academic success for Research Question 2 indicate that age, gender, 
along with the subscales of each of the instruments for work personality, academic engagement, 
and social support together had either a significant or non-significant effect in the first 
hierarchical regression (Table 4.). Specifically, study results indicated that 12% of the variance 
in academic success was accounted for by entering age, gender, and the subscales of the DWPS, 
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the UWES, and the MSPSS into the model. The individual beta scores of the social skills, 
dedication, support from family, and support from friends were all significant, accounting for 
11%, 14%, 17% and -16% of the variance at the .05 alpha level, respectively.  
 In the first hierarchical regression age and gender were not significantly related to the 
composite score definition of academic success in any of the four steps in the model. This was a 
surprising finding since the pilot study found that age accounted for 23% and gender accounted 
for 28% of the variance in academic effort for the first step. While gender accounted for 26% of 
the variance in step 2. Although by the time the researchers entered age, gender, UWES-T, and 
the subscales of the DWPS in step 3 of the model, age and gender was not significant. It is 
hypothesized that in the current study, when the composite score of effort and GPA together 
were considered, the addition of GPA significantly took away from the effects of gender on 
academic success. The current study also illustrated as more variables were added into the steps 
of the model, gender’s effect both increased and decreased through the steps. This finding is also 
inconsistent with what the researchers found in the pilot study. 
An interesting find for the support from friends subscale of social support illustrated a 
significant but negative score accounting for -16% of the variance of academic success. In other 
words, the more perceived support students had from friends had negatively affected their overall 
score of academic success (i.e., composite score of GPA & effort). Which is inconsistent with 
previous studies that show increased levels of social support are significantly and positively 
related to academic success (Glozah and Pevalin, 2014; Di Fabio and Kenny, 2012; Woolley et 
al., 2009; Adelabu, 2007) when the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support was 
utilized. It is hypothesized that there are at least three possible reasons for these inconsistency: 1. 
The definition of Academic Success has been loosely operationalized in various studies. 2. The 
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current students that participated in this research project might not be getting true support from 
fellow students/friends due the competiveness among students on campus. 3. If the students have 
more self-reported perceived support from fellow students/friends, this may take away from the 
amount of individualized effort students are putting forth in their studies, and at the same time, 
spending more time with friends for social events rather than academic events.  
Post hoc analysis indicated that female students reported higher levels of grade point 
averages, effort, work personality, academic engagement, and social support than did their male 
counterparts in all three of the hierarchical regression analysis for Research Question 2. Which is 
partly consistent with the pilot study that found female students reported higher levels of work 
personality and academic effort than their male counterparts. Although, prior research with 
individuals with disabilities has not found significant gender differences related to work 
personality.  
Results from the second hierarchical regression analysis for Research Question 2, where 
effort alone was the dependent variable for predicting academic success was more promising 
than the composite score of effort and GPA for academic success. The overall model accounted 
for 19% of the variance in academic success. The overall model also illustrated a positive 
incremental effect among the study variables of age, gender, and the subscales of the DWPS, the 
UWES, and the MSPSS. Once again, the demographic variables of age and gender were not 
significant in the first step of the model, although gender was a significant variable for steps 2, 3, 
and 4 of the model. This finding is partly consistent with Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s 
(2012) pilot study. As gender was significant with the UWES-T variable but was not significant 
with the subscales of the DWPS.  
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When the subscales of the DWPS were entered into step two of the current research 
project, the subscales significantly accounted for 22% of the variance in academic success 
(effort). In the third step the subscales of the UWES accounted for 36% of the variance in 
academic success. In step 4, the subscales of the MSPSS accounted for 31% of the variance in 
academic success. These findings in regards to the DWPS and UWES are consistent with the 
pilot study although the percentage of variance for each model was reduced in the current study. 
There are possibly multiple reasons that the percentage of variance was reduced in this current 
study versus the pilot study: 1. Added subscales of the UWES in the current study could be 
spreading out the effects of variance on academic success. 2. The difference in samples sizes 
from the pilot study and the current study, where the sample in the current study could be more 
generalizable of the students at the University of Illinois versus the pilot study’s sample. 3. 
Adding the three subscales of the MSPSS and the three subscales of the UWES is capturing 
some of the variance that the UWES-T and subscales of the DWPS were accounting for in the 
pilot study. 
When effort alone vs. a composite score of GPA & effort is the dependent variable there 
was also some interesting findings. First, the combined scores for the Revised Developmental 
Work Personality Scale (DWPS) only accounted for 22% of the variance for predicting effort vs. 
the 23% of variance the scale accounted for when a composite score of GPA & effort was used 
as the dependent variable of academic success. Secondly, the combined scores of the Ultrecht 
Work Engagement Scale-Student Version (UWES) accounted for 36% of the variance for 
predicting effort vs. only accounting for 15% of the variance for when a composite score of GPA 
& effort was used as the dependent variable of academic success. Therefore, when GPA is in the 
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equation for determining the definition of academic success it increases the variance by 1% for 
the DWPS beta scores but decreases the variance by 21% for the UWES beta scores.  
Results from the third hierarchical regression analysis for Research Question 2, where 
GPA alone was the dependent variable for predicting academic success was not as promising as 
the other two hierarchical regressions. Which is supporting the previously mentioned hypothesis 
that when GPA is considered as an academic outcome it reduces the effects of the non-cognitive 
variables of work personality, academic engagement, and social support. Which is also 
consistent with Volet’s (1997) finding that academic effort was a better predictor of performance 
than was GPA for college students. As was seen in the first hierarchical regression, age and 
gender did not significantly affect academic success (GPA) in this model. This model also 
illustrated that there was only a positive and significant incremental effect between steps 1 and 2 
when the subscales of the DWPS were added with the demographic variables of age and gender. 
When the subscales of academic engagement and the subscales of social support were added in 
steps 3 and 4 the !R2 value was not significant, when the subscales of the DWPS were added in 
step 2 the combination of the demographic variables and the subscales of work task, role models, 
and social skill only accounted for 2% of the variance in the overall model. 
When GPA alone vs. effort alone as the dependent variable there was also some 
interesting findings. First, the combined beta scores for the Revised Developmental Work 
Personality Scale (DWPS) only accounted for 19% of the variance for predicting GPA vs. the 
22% of variance the scale accounted for when effort alone was used as the dependent variable of 
academic success. Secondly, none of the beta scores of the Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES) were significant for predicting GPA, although, the beta scores significantly accounted 
for 36% of the variance when predicting academic effort. Third, when the overall model of GPA 
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predicted academic success, GPA only accounted for 2% of the variance at an alpha level of 
p≤.01 versus the overall model of effort predicting academic success accounted for 19% of the 
variance at an alpha level of p≤.01.  
These findings were consistent with the proposed hypotheses in this study and findings in 
Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2012) pilot study. The findings also provide additional 
evidence for the constructs of work personality academic engagement, and social support 
contributing to positive academic outcomes. In examining the unique contribution of each 
construct, the study illustrated that all three constructs made significant and unique contributions 
to predicting academic success. Which supports the concept of an incremental effect in 
predicting vocational and educational outcomes.  
Overall, for the three hierarchical regression analyses predicting academic success within 
the three operational definitions, the constructs of work personality, academic engagement, and 
social support all played a significant role in predicting academic success. Both the work 
personality and academic engagement scales had a positive and significant relationship for 
predicting academic success. While social support had an negative significant relationship for the 
effort alone operational definitions of academic success and a significantly positive relationship 
with the first (composite score of effort and GPA) and third operational definition (GPA alone) 
of academic success. These findings suggest that the construct of social support from the 
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support is more robust for predicting self-reported 
grade point averages than self-reported effort scores. 
The subscales of the Revised Developmental Work Personality Scale were related to 
higher levels of reported academic success. The finding that higher scores on the Work Tasks 
subscale is related to increased academic effort is consistent with prior research findings 
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conducted with individuals with disabilities and provides continued support to the theoretical 
construct of the developmental work personality (O’Sullivan and Strauser, 2010). The finding 
that higher scores on the Role Model subscale are related to increased academic outcomes are 
consistent with Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2012) pilot study but has not been found in 
research conducted with individuals with disabilities. Although prior studies have not found this 
positive relationship between increased role models and vocational behavior, this finding is 
theoretically consistent with the proposed model of developmental work personality, which 
outlines the relevant role model behavior that influences children during the industry versus 
inferiority stage of development (Erickson, 1959, 1963). In addition, the finding that the Work 
Task subscale is positively related to engagement indicates that individuals who report putting 
forth higher levels of effort on work and school tasks during elementary and middle school years 
are more likely to be engaged as students in college. This finding may provide some additional 
evidence regarding a developmental effect of industrious behaviors in grade school relating to 
academic engagement during the college years. 
In regards of the finding of academic engagement being positively related to academic 
outcomes is consistent with Strauser, O’Sullivan, and Wong’s (2012) pilot study. The finding is 
also consistent with limited prior research in the area and theoretically consistent, indicating that 
the more engaged individuals were, the better they felt about their academic situation and, in 
turn, put forth more effort. It could also be hypothesized, since an estimated 20 to 50% of 
students enter college as “undecided” (Gordon, 1995), that they may be less absorbed in their 
classes and therefore, are less engaged and put less effort in there studies early on. As students 
decide on their major they become more interested (vigor) in their studies, which leads to 
increased levels of concentration (absorption) and enjoyment (dedication) which in turn, are 
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more engaged and report increased levels of effort; which aligns with Shernoff, 
Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, and Shernoff’s (2003) perspective of Flow Theory on student 
engagement. It is also hypothesized that the finding between engagement being positively related 
to academic outcomes is additional evidence that the construct of engagement should be 
implemented into first-year programs, career assessments, and academic success programs at the 
college level to ease the transition from academic success to career success for young adults. 
With regards to social support, the overall hierarchical regressions showed that the 
construct was significant but the instrument had a mixed relationship among the subscales.  The 
friends’ subscale had a negative significant relationship with academic success among all 
regressions; while support from family had a positive relationship with academic success in all 
three regressions. Which this finding is consistent with prior research that suggest that students 
who perceive support from their families believe that they will experience more career success, 
easily adapt to the transition from school to work, and experience less career indecision (Kenny, 
Bluestein, Chaves, Grossman, and Gallagher, 2003; Philips, Bluestein, Jobin-Davis, and White, 
2002). The subscale of support from significant other of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 
Social Support was the only subscale in all three regressions that did not have a significant 
relationship with all three operational definitions of academic success.  
This brings up an interesting hypothesis for discussion. Although these mixed 
relationship and lower percentages of variance for social support predicting academic success, it 
would premature to disregard this construct at this time for one main reason.  As mentioned 
earlier, these negative relationships (i.e., with the friends subscale) might be specifically 
pertinent to the population being study and the culture (competiveness and high achievers) of 
Illinois students, which might be different at various colleges.  This finding, although significant 
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but negative in the three regression analyses, is still important, especially if colleges want to 
tailor academic success programs for their population of students. Universities should not only 
want to know what leads to success but also what factors contradict academic success. This 
could be mutually important for tailoring academic success and career development programs for 
young adults at different institutions.  
Moderation Between Study Variables 
 The third main focus of this study was to investigate if gender moderates between work 
personality, academic engagement, social support and academic success. Results from the 
Research Question 3 illustrated that gender does moderate between the study variables. Again, 
all three operational definitions of academic success (1. composite score of effort and GPA, 2. 
effort alone, and 3. GPA alone) were analyzed using Hierarchical Multiple Regressions 
Analyses. A total of six regressions were conducted, one for males and the variables’ subscales 
and one for females and the variables’ subscales for each model of the three operational 
definitions of academic success. 
 Post hoc analysis related to the first model (composite score of effort and GPA) of 
academic success for research question three revealed that the construct of work personality 
accounted for 7% of the variance in academic success for female students but did not account for 
a significant variance in males. This finding was surprising and inconsistent with prior research 
that has indicated there were no significant gender differences related to work personality 
impacting the vocational behavior. It was also inconsistent with the pilot study that revealed the 
construct of work personality for males did have a very significant impact, explaining 36% of the 
variance in academic effort, while only accounting for 5% of the variance in academic success 
for females. The finding in this study suggests, that for females, work personality may be 
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potentially important construct that contributes to higher levels of academic success (composite 
score of effort and GPA). In regards to engagement in the first model, post hoc analysis revealed 
that the construct of engagement accounted for 9% of the variance in academic success for males 
and 3% of the variance for females. Therefore the construct of engagement seems to make a 
meaningful contribution to predicting academic success for both men and women but may be 
particularly relevant for males. This finding is also inconsistent with the pilot study, although 
engagement makes a meaningful contribution for males and females in both studies; the pilot 
study found that engagement was more salient for females. In regards to social support and the 
first operational definition of success, social support was only significant for females, accounting 
for 13% of the variance in females’ academic success. 
 Post hoc analysis related to the second model (effort) of academic success for research 
question three revealed that the construct of work personality accounted for 10% of the variance 
in academic success for female students but did not account for a significant variance in males. 
This finding was surprising and inconsistent with prior research that has indicated there were no 
significant gender differences related to work personality impacting the vocational behavior. It 
was also inconsistent with the pilot study that revealed the construct of work personality for 
males did have a very significant impact, explaining 36% of the variance in academic effort, 
while only accounting for 5% of the variance in academic effort for females. The finding in this 
study suggests, that for females, work personality may be potentially important construct that 
contributes to higher levels of academic success (effort). In regards to engagement in the second 
model, post hoc analysis revealed that the construct of engagement accounted for 16% of the 
variance in academic success for males and 9% of the variance for females. Therefore the 
construct of engagement seems to make a meaningful contribution to predicting academic 
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success for both men and women but may be particularly relevant for males. This finding is also 
inconsistent with the pilot study, although engagement makes a meaningful contribution for 
males and females in both studies; the pilot study found that engagement was more salient for 
females. In regards to social support and the second operational definition of success, social 
support was only significant for females, accounting for 3% of the variance in females’ academic 
success. 
 Post hoc analysis related to the third model (GPA) of academic success for research 
question three revealed that the construct of work personality accounted for 3% of the variance 
in academic success for female students but did not account for a significant variance in males. 
Again, this finding was surprising and inconsistent with prior research that has indicated there 
were no significant gender differences related to work personality impacting the vocational 
behavior. It was also inconsistent with the pilot study that revealed the construct of work 
personality for males did have a very significant impact, explaining 36% of the variance in 
academic outcomes, while only accounting for 5% of the variance in academic outcomes for 
females. The finding in this study suggests, that for females, work personality may be potentially 
important construct that contributes to higher levels of academic success (GPA). In regards to 
engagement in the third model, post hoc analysis revealed that the construct of engagement did 
not account for a significanct difference in academic success of either females or males. This 
finding is also inconsistent with the pilot study, as the pilot study illustrate that engagement 
makes a meaningful contribution for both males and females. In regards to social support and the 
third operational definition of success, social support, like engagement did not account for a 
significant difference in academic success of either females or males.  
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 Overall for third research question, the operational definition of self-reported effort alone 
for academic success, like research question 2, was the best model between the three definitions. 
The definition of GPA alone for academic success seemed to curtail the percentage of variance 
among the work personality, academic engagement, and social support constructs. Unlike the 
pilot study, work personality was only significant for females versus males. While engagement 
made a meaningful contribution for males and females, it seems to be more salient for males in 
this study, which was also inconsistent with the pilot study. The construct of social support was 
not investigated in the pilot study, although, post hoc analysis in the current study, indicate that 
social support was significantly relevant for only females in the first two models and not 
significantly relevant for either males or females in the third model. 
Limitations 
 The results of this study should be considered in the context of its limitations. First, this 
study was a cross-sectional exploratory design, which limits the ability to determine any causal 
link between the variables. That is, the academic success outcomes influenced by demographic 
variables, work personality, academic engagement, and social support cannot be determined. 
Secondly, the potential for response bias in self-reported data should be considered in this study. 
Measures on personal and environmental factors were based on self-reported data that cannot be 
cross-validated by independent observation or review of objective records. Self-report data may 
potentially inflate correlations and weaken the relationships between observed indicators and 
latent variables. Self-report data may also contribute to decreased strength of the hypothesized 
directions between the variables. Although self-reported data is considered a common method 
bias by many researchers in behavioral research, Conway and Lance (2010) suggest that (1) the 
attenuating effects of measurement error offsets the inflationary effects of common method bias, 
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(2) that same-method observed score correlations are actually quite accurate representations of 
their true-score counterparts, and (3) the widespread belief that common method bias serves to 
inflate common method correlations as compared to their true-score counterparts is substantially 
a myth. Third, the generalizability of the sample should be considered for a few reasons: (1) the 
sample in this study consisted of college students taking a course provided by the College of 
Applied Health Sciences (AHS), which, the findings may not be truly representative to all 
college students at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, (2) The sample was limited 
geographically and may differ from other groups of individuals in different regions of the 
country, and (3) the University of Illinois is considered public research intense university, in 
which, its caliber of students may be different from students at other types of colleges (e.g., 
private universities, community colleges, state universities). 
Future Directions 
 This research project was an extension of a pilot study by Strauser, O’Sullivan, and 
Wong (2012) that investigated the work personality and work engagement constructs on 
academic effort in a group of college students (N=65). The current research project increased the 
external validity of the aforementioned researcher’s pilot study and also added the social support 
construct to investigate the subscales of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 
on academic outcomes and to determine the relationship with work personality and engagement. 
The findings of this current study were promising for the general college population at the 
University of Illinois, and the research project set the foundation for follow-up studies with other 
populations of college students. Future research should be conducted with courses outside the 
College of Applied Health Sciences, to get a better representative of all college students at the 
University of Illinois. Future research should also be conducted on different populations of 
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college students as the current study found that there were significant differences among gender 
and race among the study participants. This study was conducted in the vocational rehabilitation 
field and should also be conducted with students that have disabilities and other chronic 
illnesses.  Since there may be geographical, college type, and caliber of student differences, this 
research should be conducted at different colleges to increase the external validity. 
Implications 
 The implications of the current research project are three-fold. First, the findings from 
this study can be utilized in the vocational rehabilitation field. Specifically, academic coaches 
and career specialist within disability services on campuses could consider the results of this 
study when designing individualized academic and career success plans for their students they 
serve. Secondly, the promising results of this study could be considered with veterans going to 
college. Recently, the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) has started VetSuccess on 
Campus (VSOC) programs (currently 94 in the U.S.) that are federally funded. The VA partners 
with campuses to provide a vocational rehabilitation counselor that assist student veterans with 
easing their transition to academic life. The findings from this study could also be implemented 
in devising individualized academic and career success plans for student veterans. Thirdly, 
colleges at all levels (i.e., public, private, and community), at an increasing rate, are designing 
Academic Success programs. Administrators of these programs on campuses could consider 
findings from this current research project when designing and tailoring these programs for 
specific populations. For example, tailoring an Academic Success program for African American 
females in the STEM fields (academic disciplines in science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics). According to Farinde and Lewis (2012), few researchers have examined how the 
dual presence of race and gender affect the educational experiences of these marginalized 
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women. The current research project found that there were significant differences among gender 
and race on academic outcomes, and these findings could be used in tailoring academic success 
programs and could also be used as the foundation for implementing studies to curtail the 
research gap on African American females in the STEM fields. 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the psychosocial constructs of work personality, academic engagement, 
and social support have a significant impact on the academic outcomes of college students. Key 
findings from the study were: (1) all three of the operational definitions of academic success 
were all positively related to the study variables of work personality, engagement, and social 
support, (2) the study variables accounted for the strongest variance (19%) of the effort alone 
model, which, was the most variance accounted for in all three hierarchical regressions for the 
second research aim of the study, (3) in regards to gender, females scored higher on all three 
models of academic success compared to males, (4)  in regards to race, whites scored 
significantly higher on two of the models of academic success (i.e., GPA alone and the 
composites score of effort & GPA), compared to non-whites, although whites did not score 
higher than the non-whites on the self-reported effort model of academic success, (5) gender had 
moderator effects for the subscales of the DWPS, the UWES, and the MSPSS for predicting 
academic success, (6) work personality and social support was more salient for females for 
predicting academic success, and (7) engagement was more relevant for males for predicting 
academic success. 
 Despite the limitations, this study can be utilized to pursue identifying new psychosocial 
factors for enhancing academic success of college students. This study illustrated that the 
psychosocial factors of work personality, academic engagement, and social support play a role in 
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the academic outcomes of college students and could be used as the infrastructure for follow-up 
studies with different populations of college students. Through continuing research, it is hoped 
that the findings from this study will become useful for the vocational rehabilitation field and 
university administrators for designing and tailoring Academic Success and VetSuccess on 
Campus programs at universities throughout the United States and if successful, abroad. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
CONSENT FORM 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study that investigates what behaviors and experiences impact the 
academic effort in college students. The investigators in this study are David R. Strauser, Department of 
Kinesiology and Community Health at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and Deirdre O’Sullivan, 
Department of Counselor Education, Counseling Psychology, and Rehabilitation and Human services at Penn 
State University. 
 
This study will take approximately 40 minutes of your time. You will be asked to complete several 
questionnaires addressing the development of work personality including social support, engagement, and 
academic effort. 
 
Your decision to participate or decline participation in this study is completely voluntary and you have the right 
to terminate your participation at any time without penalty. You may skip any questions you do not wish to 
answer. 
 
Your participation in this research will be completely confidential and data will be averaged and reported in 
aggregate. Possible outlets of dissemination may be publication, presentations, research posters, or sharing 
within the industry or profession. In the event of publication of this research, no personally identifying 
information will be disclosed. To make sure that participation is confidential, please do not provide any 
personal identifying information on the questionnaires. The design of this study asks you to complete the survey 
packet only one time. No attempts will be made to identify you personally after the completion of this study. 
Although your participation in this research may not benefit you personally, it will provide better 
understandings of behaviors and experiences related to academic effort and career development. Benefits 
expected from this study may include increased awareness of your past and current academic/career attitudes, 
behaviors and experiences related to academic/career attitudes, behaviors, and experiences. 
 
This study requires self-reflection, which may cause emotional distress for some participants. There are no other 
known risks to individuals participating in this study beyond those that exist in daily life. 
 
If you have questions or concerns about this project, you may contact the primary investigator and person in 
charge David R. Strauser, or his supervisor, Dr. Wojtek Chodzko-Zajko. They can be reached at 217-244-3936 
or strauser@illinois.edu or wojtek@illinois.edu. 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant in the study, please contact the University 
of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 01-217-333-2670 (collect calls accepted if you identify yourself as a 
research participant) or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
I read and understand the above consent form, I certify that I am 18 years old or older and, voluntarily agree to 
participate in this study. You will be given a copy of this consent form for your records. 
 
 
______________________    _______________________ 
Participant Signature      Date
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APPENDIX B 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 
 
 
Please Provide the Following Information. 
 
Gender: (please circle one) 
 Male  Female 
 
Ethnicity: (please circle one) 
 African American  Caucasian  Hispaic/Latino/a 
 Native American/Alaskan Native   Asian/Pacific Islander 
 Other:_________________________(please specify) 
 
Major: ________________ 
 
What college does your major reside?_____________________ 
 
Year in School: (please circle one): Freshman Sophomore  Junior  Senior 
 
Current overall GPA: __________ 
 
Circle all that apply: 
 
 My mother is a college graduate 
 My father is a college graduate 
 
Circle the choice that applies to you. I attended a: 
 
 Private School 
 Public School 
 
What was the approximate total high school size (i.e., how many students in your high school)? 
_______ 
What was the approximate population in your family home town/city?  _______ 
 
Family Home Zip Code _____ 
 
My family’s household income is best described as: (please circle one) 
 
$0-$19,999  $20,000-$39,999  $41,000-$69,999 
$70,000-$89,999 $90,000-$110,000  Over $110,000 
 
Do you plan on attending graduate school? (please circle one) 
Yes  No 
 
Rate your overall academic effort on a scale on 0 to 10 with 10 being the highest effort possible and 0 being no 
effort. _____ 
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Are you involved in any clubs or extra-curricular activities? (please circle one) 
Yes  No 
If yes, please specify: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
Are you working while attending school? (please circle one) 
Yes  No 
 
 
If yes, how much? (please circle one) 
Part Time Full Time 
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APPENDIX C 
 
MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALE OF PERCEIVED SOCIAL SUPPORT 
 
Instructions: We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each statement 
carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement. 
 
  Circle the “1” if you Very Strongly Disagree 
  Circle the “2” if you Strongly Disagree 
  Circle the “3” if you Mildly Disagree 
  Circle the “4” if you are Neutral 
  Circle the “5” if you Mildly Agree 
  Circle the “6” if you Strongly Agree 
  Circle the “7” if you Very Strongly Agree 
 
1.  There is a special person who is around when I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
     am in need. 
     
2.   There is a special person with whom I can share 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
       my joys and sorrows. 
 
3.   My family really tries to help me.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
4.   I get the emotional help and support I need from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
5.   I have a special person who is a real source of  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      comfort to me. 
 
6.   My friends really try to help me.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
7.   I can count my friends when things go wrong. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
8.   I can talk about my problems with my family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
9.   I have friends with whom I can share my joys 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
10. There is a special person in my life who cares 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
       about my feelings. 
 
11.  My family is willing to help me make  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
       decisions. 
 
12.  I can talk about my problems with my friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
! 113!
 
 
APPENDIX D 
 
WORK & WELL-BEING SURVEY STUDENT VERSION 
 
The following 14 statements are about how you feel about your educational experience.  Please read each 
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your educational experience and mark your 
response with an “X”. 
 
 0  
Never 
Almost Never 1 
a few times a 
year or less 
Rarely 
2 
Once a 
month or 
less 
Sometimes 3 
A few times a 
month 
Often 
4 
Once a week 
Very Often 5 
A few times a 
week 
Always 
6 
every day 
When I’m 
studying, I feel 
mentally strong. 
       
I can continue for a 
very long time 
when I am 
studying. 
       
When I study, I 
feel like I am 
bursting with 
energy. 
       
When studying I 
feel strong and 
vigorous. 
       
When I get up in 
the morning, I feel 
like going to class. 
       
I find my studies to 
be full of meaning 
and purpose. 
       
My studies inspire 
me. 
       
I am enthusiastic 
about my studies. 
       
I am proud of my 
studies. 
       
I find my studies 
challenging. 
       
Time flies when 
I’m studying. 
       
When I am 
studying, I forget 
everything else 
around me. 
       
I feel happy when I 
am studying 
intensively. 
       
I can get carried 
away by my 
studies. 
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APPENDIX E 
 
REVISED DEVELOPMENTAL WORK PERSONALITY SCALE 
 
Please reflect on your childhood experiences. Answer the following questions according to how much the 
experience was like you. A score of 10 indicates the behavior was not like you, a score of 5 indicates the 
behavior was very much like you. 
 
1. I completed school through the following grade. 
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 12+ 
 Not at all 
like me 
0 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
Very much 
like me 
5 
2. I was in trouble a lot with 
my teachers. 
      
3. When I was in school, I had 
problems getting along with 
classmates. 
      
4. When I was in school I got 
in trouble a lot. 
      
5. In school I completed my 
work on time. 
      
6. In school I tried my best 
even if I didn’t like what I was 
doing. 
      
7. It was important for me to 
complete all my school work. 
      
8. It made me feel good when I 
completed all my school work. 
      
9. I complete all my 
assignments in school. 
      
10. When I needed help with 
my homework, one of my 
parents was available to help. 
      
11. Growing up, I was 
responsible for chores at home. 
      
12. Growing up, I had 
someone who inspired me. 
      
13. There was someone in my 
life whom I admired. 
      
14. If I did not do my 
homework or chores, I got into 
trouble. 
      
15. I got in arguments a lot 
with classmates when I was in 
school. 
      
!
